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Abstract 
Self-talk is defined as an inner voice that addresses the self, usually silently but sometimes aloud, 
with content that is self-relevant. In two studies, this work investigates the pronouns people use 
within their self-talk, classified by a newly developed pronoun coding scheme, and the 
interpersonal qualities of self-talk, characterized by an interpersonal framework. For each study 
we also explore how pronoun usage and interpersonal self-talk styles relate to each other, and to 
other important variables that pertain to the possible causes and effects of self-talk. In our first 
study, 131 participants completed a structured interview in which they provided three examples 
of their habitual self-talk and one of their ideal self-talk, and rated the interpersonal style of each. 
Compared to their typical self-talk, people’s ideal self-talk showed a preference toward more 
second-person language and a more dominant and affiliative interpersonal self-talk style. 
Furthermore, greater habitual use of second-person pronouns, especially with the use of 
imperatives, tended to co-occur with more dominant, less passive, self-talk. In our second study, 
222 participants used a diary-like method to provide instances of their self-talk about a negative 
and positive event for 14 days, and rated the interpersonal style of each. The frequency of 
pronoun usage did not differ across event type. Second-person pronouns, especially with 
imperatives, tended to be associated with a more dominant self-talk style, and first-person 
pronouns with a less dominant self-talk style. Path analyses, performed separately for negative 
and positive events, controlled for event intensity and used second- versus first-person pronoun 
usage and self-talk dominance and affiliation as simultaneous predictors of negative and positive 
affect. Although not always statistically significant in these path analyses, there was a tendency 
for second-person language to be associated with dampened subsequent affect. In the path 
analysis predicting negative events, self-talk affiliation was associated with lower subsequent 
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negative affect and higher positive affect. In the path analysis predicting positive events, self-talk 
affiliation was again associated with lower negative affect, whereas dominance was associated 
with higher positive affect. Using hierarchical cluster analysis, a five-cluster solution showed 
that a high proportion of participants tended to stick to one habitual pronoun style, and this style 
was not affected by negative versus positive events. Together, these results have important 
implications because they demonstrate that both pronoun usage and the interpersonal style of 
self-talk should be considered when studying the way in which people talk to themselves. 
Keywords: Self-Talk, Pronoun Usage, Interpersonal Theory, Self-Distancing 
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How Do You Talk to Yourself? –  
The Effects of Pronoun Usage and Interpersonal Qualities of Self-Talk 
Engaging in self-talk is a very common activity (Winsler, Feder, Way, & Manfra, 2006), 
and the phenomenon has attracted much recent attention from psychologists. In this introduction, 
we first address definitional and conceptual issues regarding what exactly self-talk is. We then 
review some of the recent research on self-talk, which cuts across a range of areas in psychology, 
including sports, organizational, clinical, and social. We point out that most research to date has 
focused on the semantic or propositional content, with much less attention to its style or tone. We 
then argue the stylistic aspects of self-talk are an important feature worthy of greater attention. 
This thesis focuses on two stylistic features of self-talk—how people use pronouns to refer to 
themselves (e.g., “I” vs. “you”), and the interpersonal qualities of self-talk (e.g., how friendly vs. 
hostile). We address relevant conceptual and theoretical perspectives that can be used to address 
these two major stylistic features. Next, we review various methods for sampling and studying 
self-talk. Finally, the research objectives of the thesis are laid out in brief. These include a 
thorough examination of individual differences in the types of pronouns used in self-talk, the 
characterization of interpersonal qualities of self-talk in terms of the Interpersonal Circumplex, 
and the investigation of the relation between these two aspects of self-talk.  
What is self-talk? 
“Such as are your habitual thoughts, such also will be the character of your mind;  
for the soul is dyed by the thoughts.” – Marcus Aurelius 
The phenomenon of talking to oneself internally has long been of interest. There are 
many different ways in which people have been interested in self-talk. For example, dating back 
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to the great Stoic philosopher Marcus Aurelius, talking to oneself was a method used to 
contemplate the religion and the philosophy of life (Aurelius, 167 A.C.E, translation by Gessner, 
1559). Similarly, the concept of engaging in inner dialogue (an internal conversation with at least 
two versions of the self) had been theorized about by other philosophers such as Thomas 
Aquinas and Saint Augustine, and by poets and writers (Jaynes, 1976; Mead, 1934/1962). 
However, this was not formally reintroduced until the end of the 20th and beginning of the 21st 
century (Hackfort & Schwenkmezger, 1993; Hermans & Kempen, 1993; Markova, 2005). Self-
talk was then coined as inner and private speech within the developmental literature to identify 
the link between speaking and thinking (Vygotsky, 1962). There is also interest in mechanisms 
that support the concept of self-talk such as working memory, verbal rehearsal, and phonological 
loop – which classify the internal verbal storage and “inner ear” that people use to detect their 
cognitions (Baddeley, 1986; MacKay, 1992).  
There is widespread agreement that self-talk is a substantial component of our inner lives. 
Interestingly some researchers such as Heavey and Hurlburt (2008) indicate that at least 25% of 
our conscious waking life consists of engaging in some form of inner speech. One study showed 
that 96% of adult participants reported engaging in an internal dialogue (Winsler, Feder, Way, & 
Manfra, 2006). In addition, other work has confirmed that self-talk is a central component of a 
person’s self-regulatory thoughts and behaviours (Fernyhough & Fradley, 2005; Fuson, 1979). 
The concept of self-talk has attracted a lot of interest within non-academic populations. 
Many researchers have written self-help books intended for the general public to help individuals 
improve their self-talk. A few examples of these books include, “Unfu*k Yourself” (Bishop, 
2017), “Negative Self-Talk and How to Change it” (Helmstetter, 2019), and “What to Say When 
You Talk to Your Self” (Helmstetter, 1986). These books, and others similar in nature, are of 
 Bisol 3 
 
interest because they encourage individuals to take charge of their life, reduce their negative self-
talk, and combat personal fears or self-created limitations. These beneficial changes could lead to 
a more functional ability to overcome life stressors and pursue goals that can lead to a person’s 
desired success (Bishop, 2017; Helmstetter, 2019).  
Self-talk can be defined in various ways. For the purposes of this thesis, we will adopt the 
following working definition by Price (2015): “During self-talk, an inner voice addresses the 
self, usually silently but sometimes aloud, with content that is self-relevant”. We also recognize 
that self-talk can be classified as an inner dialogue or internalized interaction with the self. 
Similar to engaging in a dialogue or conversation with another person, this interaction would be 
replicated with the self, hence, an internalized interaction.  
Recent Research on Self-Talk  
 Researchers have long investigated self-talk in several separate psychology domains: 
sports, organizational, clinical, and social. By reviewing some of this work, we will illuminate 
the main insights about self-talk that have emerged from these very different areas of study.  
 To begin, sports psychologists have identified how self-talk can be used as a strategy 
(strategic self-talk) to improve athletic performance (for reviews, see Hardy, 2006; Latinjak, 
Hatzigeorgiadis, Comoutos, & Hardy, 2019). For example, instructional self-talk (“aim before 
you shoot”) is more useful compared to motivational self-talk (“you can do this”) when 
organizing behaviour, and assisting in the execution of precise demands or techniques. 
Meanwhile, motivational self-talk increases athletic performance by inspiring greater effort and 
positive mood (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996; Hatzigeorgiadis, Galanis, Zourbanos, & 
Theodorakis, 2014; Hatzigeorgiadis, Theodorakis, & Zourbanos, 2004; Theodorakis, Weinberg, 
Natsis, Douma, & Kazakas, 2000). 
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Organizational psychologists have also explored how self-talk can be used as an effective 
tool for leadership in business. For example, constructive self-talk (e.g., positive, motivational) 
leads to being a more effective leader compared to using dysfunctional (e.g., negative and 
discouraging) self-talk (Rogelberg, Justice, Braddy, Shanock, Baran, Beck, Long et al., 2013). 
Similarly, if a leader is aware of their self-talk, reflects on it, and implements actions to improve 
it, they will be a more favourable leader to their mentees and will have more success at 
empowering their mentees (Cutton & Culp, 2020). Self-talk is also of interest in organizational 
literature because if a person can control their self-talk, as opposed to not managing it, this can 
help improve their intrinsic job satisfaction (Vijayabanu, Therasa, AkshaySundaram, 
MariaBonaparte, & SaiVidhya, 2017). 
In addition, psychotherapy and counselling (clinical) researchers have been attracted to 
the concept of self-talk, specifically as a tool for change. Individuals with mental illnesses, often 
engage in self-talk that is maladaptive, negative, and dysfunctional, which can then lead to 
decreased motivation, interference with daily functioning, and threatened self-efficacy (Beck, 
1963). Thus, one of the anchors of Cognitive Behaviour Therapy and other psychotherapies is to 
focus on reframing the maladaptive and emotion-driven nature of self-talk to pursue a more 
positive, constructive, and rational self-talk style (Beck, 1963; Zastrow, 1988). This method is 
widely used to help treat disorders such as depression, social anxiety, schizophrenia, and body 
dysmorphia – which suggests that many psychologists and psychotherapists believe that what 
you tell yourself plays a crucial role in your mental health and daily functioning (Beck, 1996; 
Kelly & Carter, 2013; Kendall & Hollon, 1989; Lam & Cheng, 1998; Meichenbaum, 1997; 
Rosen, Reiter, & Orosan, 1995). 
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To add, social psychologists have expressed great interest in studying self-talk – 
particularly, the frequency and function of it. For example, negative or stressful events are 
associated with an increase in the frequency of self-talk (Brinthaupt, 2019). Other work studying 
University students found that the most frequent type of self-talk was self-regulatory in function, 
including problem solving, thinking, and planning (Morin, Duhnych, & Racy, 2018). These 
findings and several other studies have indicated that self-talk can often be used as a tool to 
accomplish tasks, self-regulate, and help manage emotions (Depape, Hakim-Larson, Voelker, 
Page, & Jackson, 2006; Kross et al., 2014; Morin, 2005). Interestingly, researchers have also 
discovered that different social situations can pull for different self-talk styles – therefore 
highlighting the social component of inner speech (Oliver, Markland, Hardy, & Petherick, 2008). 
Shifting the Focus Toward Style  
Together, this research that investigates self-talk in sports, organizational, clinical, and 
social psychology, primarily focuses on what people say to themselves, that is, the overt, sematic 
content of a person’s self-talk. In contrast, the present work will focus more on how they speak 
to themselves – that is the style and tone of their self-talk. For example, consider a supervisor 
who must give a student some corrective feedback (e.g., their work needs improvement); there 
are different ways to do that. The supervisor could deliver the message in language suggesting a 
hostile and demeaning tone or alternatively in language suggesting a supportive and encouraging 
tone. Even if the propositional content of the feedback is the same, the way in which it is 
expressed would change the impact. This would be of similar nature when talking to the self – 
hence, highlighting the importance of the tone and style of self-talk.  
The manner and style of self-talk is better assessed when studying spontaneous self-talk 
compared to deliberated or planned self-talk. This is because spontaneous self-talk promotes the 
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natural tone and self-talk style that a person would habitually engage in, as opposed to having it 
altered by consciously thinking about it. However, there is little work to date that has explored 
spontaneous self-talk. Therefore, further research is needed to investigate the spontaneous 
individual differences of the style, manner, and tone within a person’s inner dialogue. The goal is 
not so much what people say to themselves, but how they say it to themselves.  
If you consider the two important ways in which people address themselves, one is what 
you call yourself (e.g., “I”, “you”), and the second is how you address yourself, specifically the 
interpersonal tone of your self-talk. Consequently, there are two aims of this research that 
address these variations: one, the types of pronouns people use when referring to themselves and 
two, the interpersonal quality of their self-talk.  
Personal Pronoun Use 
Self-talk has some qualities of an interpersonal interaction in that, in a sense, there are 
both a speaker and a listener. Thus, in self-talk people need a way of addressing themselves, for 
which they use personal pronouns. How people use pronouns to refer to themselves within their 
self-talk is a linguistic mechanism that provides a perspective for addressing the self (Orvell, 
Ayduk, Moser, Gelman, & Kross, 2019; Shi, Zhou, Liu, Zhang, & Han, 2011). For the purposes 
of this thesis, we will identify the pronouns in which people use within their self-talk, as 
perspectives. There are a variety of different pronouns that people may use to refer to themselves 
in their self-talk. Specifically, a first-person perspective would involve talking to yourself using 
pronouns such as “I” and “we”. An example of a first-person perspective statement would be, “I 
need to clean my room today”. A second-person perspective would use pronouns such as “you”, 
or “your” – for example, “you need to clean your room today”. Lastly, a third-person perspective 
would involve talking about yourself as if you are talking about another person. Pronouns used 
 Bisol 7 
 
for a third-person perspective could be “his” or “hers” – for example, “she needs to clean her 
room today”.  
Not much is known about how people spontaneously use pronouns within their self-talk. 
For example, some researchers have argued that people engage in an inner dialogue between two 
versions of the self – you talk to yourself as if you were talking to someone else, and you listen 
to yourself as if it were coming from someone else. Researchers have termed this an inner 
dialogue or intrapersonal communication since the person is communicating with two versions of 
the self (Hermans, 1996; Hermans, Kempen, & Van Loon, 1992). It is possible that individuals 
who talk to themselves as if they are having a dialogue between two parties may switch between 
using pronouns such as “I” or “you”. Other individuals may be more consistent with their 
pronoun usage when engaging in self-talk.  
The kinds of pronouns people use may have important implications. For example, 
different pronouns may orient people to adopt different psychological perspectives on their 
experience. Specifically, the use of second- or third-person pronouns have been shown to 
promote a self-distancing perspective which is when the person views themselves as an observer, 
or as a “fly on the wall” (Ayduk & Kross, 2010). This is also termed as an observer perspective. 
The use of first-person pronouns is associated with a self-immersed perspective, which is when a 
person thinks of events as happening to them through their own eyes. This has also been 
classified as a field perspective (Ayduk & Kross, 2010).  
Research examining the effects of self-distanced versus self-immersed perspectives has 
yielded inconsistent results. Emphasizing positive effects of self-distancing, some social 
psychology researchers have argued that using second-person language, which evokes a self-
distancing perspective, is more beneficial because it can allow a person to take a step back from 
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the problem at hand and view the event without rumination (Gruber, Allison, Harvey, & 
Johnson, 2009; Kross & Ayduk, 2011). Self-distancing has been shown to lead to better 
regulation of thoughts, feelings, and behaviour under social stress, compared to a first-person 
perspective of self-talk (Dolcos & Albrracin, 2014; Kross et el., 2014). Other work has suggested 
that self-distancing can promote less emotional reactivity to anxiety or anger-provoking events 
(Kross & Ayduk, 2009; White, Kross, & Duckworth, 2015).  
Another possibly beneficial aspect of second-person language is the use of imperatives.  
An imperative is a command, request, rule, guide or obligatory act or duty that does not 
explicitly state the doer of the action—e.g., “Go do this now.” Interestingly, some work has 
indicated that participants are more likely to use second-person language and imperatives 
(commands) within their self-talk when they are in situations that require conscious self-
guidance, such as in behaviour regulation (Zell, Warriner, & Albarracin, 2012). This work 
suggests that the use of imperatives may be a valuable component of self-talk; however, there is 
limited work that supports this idea.  
Work by some sports psychologists has also shown that second-person pronouns (“you 
can do this”) may be more effective than first-person pronouns (“I can do this”) for making 
autonomous decisions involving self-regulation in physical activity (Hardy, Gammage, & Hall, 
2001; Latinjak et al., 2014) and for fostering improved athletic performance (Hardy, Thomas, & 
Blanchfield, 2019). Interestingly, other work has also shown that “we” statements (“we can do 
this”) over “I” statements (“I can do this”) are more effective in sports performance (Son, 
Jackson, Grove, & Feltz, 2011).  
In contrast to the foregoing work suggesting benefits for self-distancing, other research 
suggests important limitations of this type of perspective. Some research findings suggest that a 
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self-immersed or first-person perspective can be more beneficial than distanced perspectives. In 
some cases, a self-distancing perspective can be problematic because it can be used as a 
maladaptive avoidance strategy (Holmes, Coughtrey, & Connor, 2008; Holmes & Matthew, 
2010). A self-distancing perspective has been found to be more common within those who have 
experienced trauma (Kenny & Brynant, 2007), anxiety disorders such as social phobia (Clark & 
Wells, 1995), and depression (Kuyken & Howell, 2006). Individuals with these disorders may 
apply a self-distancing perspective to intrusive imagery or other problematic thoughts to reduce 
the distress at hand. Although this approach may be useful for immediate consequences, research 
has shown that this strategy has not been associated with better long-term outcomes (Holmes, 
Coughtrey, & Connor, 2008). 
In summary, although some research has provided evidence to support the benefits of 
self-distancing (e.g., you, your), other research has highlighted the possible importance of a self-
immersed perspective (e.g., I, our). However, there is little work that has examined pronoun-
usage in everyday life, and further research is needed to explore these differences in self-talk and 
their effects.  
Interpersonal Qualities of Self-talk  
We next move onto the second aim of this research, which is to examine the interpersonal 
style of individuals’ self-talk. However, before we can explore this question, we need to know 
why self-talk would come to have interpersonal qualities. One possible explanation stems from 
Vygotsky’s idea that self-talk is developed by the internalizations of what other people say to 
you. Vygotsky’s theory of self-regulation identifies two things. One, that children acquire their 
thinking and knowledge from their cultural surroundings and two, culture molds children’s 
minds on both what to think and how to think (Vygotsky, 1934, 1987). The external 
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conversations and interactions that children have with their primary adult role models (e.g., 
parents, teachers, relatives) are then internalized to develop their own self-talk, hence, 
highlighting the interpersonal quality of self-talk.  
Work on what has been called the society of mind (Hermans 1996; Hermans et al., 1992) 
provides a rationale for why later in life interactions with others may continue to shape one’s 
self-talk. In particular, interpersonal interactions from society (e.g., family members, friends, 
bosses) can influence not only the thoughts that people have, but precisely the tone and manner 
of how they communicate with themselves (Hermans 1996; Hermans et al., 1992).  
Interpersonal Theory as a Framework for Self-Talk Style  
Given that self-talk does have an interpersonal quality, it is reasonable to use an 
established interpersonal framework as a foundation for exploring the interpersonal style of self-
talk. This framework is known as the Interpersonal Theory and it has been widely used to 
understand a variety personality and behaviour types within an interpersonal context (Carson, 
1969; Kiesler, 1983, 1996; Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1979, 1982).  The interpersonal theory is 
conceptualized by an interpersonal circle or circumplex (IPC; Kiesler, 1983; Wiggins, 2003) 
which is comprised of two dimensions. The vertical dimension attributes a person’s level of 
dominance (agency), and it ranges from dominant to submissive. The horizontal dimension 
evaluates a person’s level of affiliation (friendliness) and ranges from friendly to hostile.  
The IPC, consisting of these two dimensions, can be segmented into octants (e.g., 
Kiesler, 1996; Wiggins, 2003), as shown in Figure 1. Each octant may be designated with a two-
letter name that begins with PA at the top of the circle and then progresses counter-clockwise to 
BC, DE, FG etc. Each of the octants represents a combination of both dominance and 
friendliness dimensions which allow a wide range of possible behaviours to be encompassed 
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within the circumplex. For instance, the lower right octant, JK, would characterize someone who 
is submissive and friendly. More specifically, these octants correspond with adjectives that 
describe that type of behaviour. For example, JK would represent a person who is 
nonjudgmental, lenient, tolerant, undemanding, and apologetic.    
Recent research has demonstrated that the interpersonal circumplex can be applied 
sensibly and successfully to capture individual differences in self-talk style. Price (2015) 
developed a new self-report measure called the Interpersonal Self-Talk Scale (IPSTS) to 
uniquely measure the distinct interpersonal qualities of self-talk. This measure was created based 
on well-known interpersonal measures such as the Interpersonal Adjective Scales (IAS-R; 
Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988). The octant subscales of the IPSTS displayed good internal 
consistency reliability and excellent circumplex structure across two samples, and were shown to 
measure characteristics that, although related to interpersonal style toward others, are reasonably 
distinct from it (Lefebvre, Sadler, Hall, & Woody, 2021).  
Why would interpersonal qualities of self-talk be important? 
A considerable body of research shows that one’s interpersonal style has important 
effects on the behaviour of the other person it is directed towards (Kiesler, 1996; Sadler, Ethier, 
& Woody, 2011). Similarly, work suggests that patterns of self-talk have an important impact on 
one’s own psychological functioning (Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Depape et al., 2006; Kross et al., 
2014). The qualities of internal voices could possibly be a contributor to the development of 
clinical disorders such as anxiety, depression, or anorexia (Aya, Ulusoy, & Cardi, 2019; Beck, 
1996; Meichenbaum, 1997). For example, individuals with clinical disorders tend to talk to 
themselves using a harsh and critical voice (which would be classified on the hostile end of the 
friendliness dimension of the interpersonal circumplex). Researchers have suggested that if such 
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individuals were able to change the tone and style of this voice, they would likely improve their 
symptoms (Aya et al., 2019; Kendall & Hollon, 1989). For example, compassion-based therapies 
are based on the assumption that helping the client adopt a friendlier, more compassionate, and 
less critical self-talk style will tend to alleviate rumination, anxiety, and depressive symptoms 
(Gilbert & Irons, 2005; Marsh, Chan, & Macbeth, 2017; Neff, 2003; Thompson, D'iuso, 
Schwartzman, Dobson, & Drapeau, 2018; Zessin, Dickhäuser, & Garbade, 2015). Similarly, 
Cognitive Behaviour therapy, Cognitive Analytic therapy, Acceptance and Commitment therapy, 
and many other treatments primarily focus on challenging the harsh, critical tone of the client’s 
inner dialogue (Galsworthy-Francis & Allan, 2014; Treasure & Ward, 1997; Wilson & Roberts, 
2002). However, further research is needed to assess the different interpersonal qualities of self-
talk and the effects it may have on a person’s day-to-day functioning.  
Methods for Studying Self-Talk 
Given that self-talk occurs covertly, is evanescent (quickly passing), and cannot be 
observed by anyone else, how can we go about capturing it and studying its qualities? One way 
is to have participants make global ratings of their self-talk, which do not require them to 
produce any specific examples of their self-talk. These ratings are based on retrospection and 
may be limited by qualities in self-talk that people may not be aware of or cannot readily bring to 
mind (Morin, 2009). An alternative approach is to have participants record specific examples of 
their self-talk, that then both they and outside observers can code and study. This method can 
capture instances and qualities that the participant may not be readily aware of. However, like 
with any psychological measure, there are limitations such as social desirability, and possible 
issues with accuracy in coding the self-talk statements. 
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Self-Report Measures   
There are a variety of self-report measures that have been used to assess self-talk and 
investigate the functions of it. For example, measures such as the Self-Verbalization 
Questionnaire (SVQ; Duncan & Cheyne, 1999) and the Self-Talk Scale (Brinthaupt, Hein, & 
Kramer, 2009) have been created to assess the frequency of self-talk. Interestingly, the Self-Talk 
Scale was created to assess when self-talk is being used across four main contexts: self-criticism 
(when bad situations occur), self-reinforcement (relating to positive events), self-management 
(determining what you need to do) and social-assessment (which refers to past, present, or future 
social interactions with others). Although the properties of this scale have been widely supported 
(Brinthaupt et al., 2009, 2015; Brinthaupt & Kang, 2014), these four categories do not 
encompass all possible events in which people engage in self-talk.  
In a similar light, other scales have been used to assess the different types of self-talk and 
its functions. Specifically, the Functions of Self-Talk Scale (FSTS; Theodorakis, 
Hatzigeorgiadis, & Chroni, 2008) was created to see how self-talk can aid in sports performance, 
and the Self-Talk Inventory scale (STI; Calvete, Estévez, Landín, Martínez, Cardeñoso, 
Villardón, & Villa, 2005) assesses the valence (positive versus negative) of a person’s self-talk. 
It also worth noting the Varieties of Inner Speech Questionnaire (VISQ; McCarthy-Jones & 
Fernyhough, 2011) was designed to assess the phenomenological properties of self-talk. 
Specifically, this measure is characterized by four factors including; the dialogical self (inner 
speech with a back-and-forth conversational quality), condensed inner speech (fragments or 
abbreviations), other people in inner speech (representation of others) and 
evaluative/motivational inner speech. This scale more closely relates to identifying differences in 
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self-talk styles but not to the extent of evaluating specific qualities such as dominance or 
friendliness.  
However, as previously mentioned, more recent work by Price (2015) developed the 
Interpersonal Self-Talk Scale (IPSTS) to assess individual differences in the interpersonal 
qualities of self-talk. In this self-report measure, participants retrospectively self-rate what their 
overall self-talk is like by indicating how often 49 adjectives describe their self-talk on a scale 
from 1 (Never) to 6 (Almost Always). The measure yields 8 subscales, each representing one of 
the octants of the interpersonal circumplex. This work serves as a foundation for the 
development of other ways of assessing interpersonal qualities of self-talk. Specifically, in the 
present research, immediately after generating specific examples of self-talk, participants rated 
each of them on their interpersonal qualities. A similar approach was used by independent 
observers to rate the interpersonal qualities of these specific self-talk statements. 
Other Methods for Collecting Samples of Self-Talk 
As an alternative to retrospective, global self-report approaches, another way of 
measuring self-talk is by obtaining written or verbal self-talk statements. There are a variety of 
methods that have been used to study self-talk in this manner. These include thinking-aloud 
methods, which involve asking participants to share their self-talk aloud (Fuhrer, 1985; 
McPherson, 1999; Oliver, Markland, Hardy, & Petherick, 2008; Whitehead et al., 2015); 
Ecological Momentary Assessment, which has participants record their daily thoughts and 
behaviours (EMA; Biddle, Gorely, Marshall, & Camerson, 2009); and diary studies, in which 
participants collect their thoughts in a diary format (D’Argembeau, Reneaud, & Van der Linden, 
2011). These kinds of methods have an advantage over the foregoing self-report instruments in 
that they have participants record actual examples of their self-talk. 
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Another approach involves cueing participants quasi-randomly with a buzzer, at which 
time they write down notes about any inner experience they may have been experiencing at that 
moment (Hurlburt, 1993; 2011c; Hurlburt & Akhter, 2006; Hurlburt & Heavey, 2006; Hurlburt, 
Heavey, Kelsey, 2013). An important limitation of this buzzer-cued method is that the inner 
experiences that are collected may be too mundane in terms of content, or too short in length, to 
reliably assess the interpersonal style of self-talk.  
Although in the present studies we did not use this cued approach, our method was to 
have participants generate specific examples of their self-talk, each of which they rated on 
relevant qualities. This strategy has some major advantages, one of which is that participants’ 
ratings are anchored in concrete examples of their self-talk. Another advantage is that the self-
talk statements can be rated independently by outside raters.   
Research Questions  
The current research aims to investigate how people address themselves when they 
engage in self-talk. We examine individual differences in the tone, manner, and style of 
spontaneous self-talk by focusing on the following three major questions.  
1. Some researchers have advanced general claims about how people may use pronouns 
referring to themselves in their self-talk and the self-reflective perspectives these 
pronouns imply (Ayduk & Kross 2010; Kross et al., 2014; Grossman, Dorfman, Oakes, 
Santos, Vohs, & Scholer, 2021). However, much of this work experimentally manipulates 
pronoun usage within self-talk, and little research has yet carefully examined these issues 
in people’s spontaneous self-talk. This leads to the first set of research questions: What 
types of pronouns do people actually use in their own self-talk, what are their relative 
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frequencies of use, and what other potentially important phenomena are these individual 
differences associated with? 
2. Some theorists have argued that self-talk is an internalized interaction with the self, and 
hence may have properties similar to interpersonal styles that come into play when 
interacting with others (Hermans 1996; Hermans et al., 1992; Vygotsky, 1934, 1987). 
However, very little work to date has applied an interpersonal framework to studying 
self-talk, and some beginning research has looked very promising (Price, 2015). These 
considerations lead to the second set of research questions: How well can the 
interpersonal circumplex be applied as a framework for characterizing individual 
differences in people’s spontaneous styles of self-talk? Can this framework be used to 
characterize differences in what people would ideally prefer for their self-talk versus the 
style of their habitual self-talk? What impact does the interpersonal style of self-talk have 
on people’s subsequent affect? 
3. To date, pronoun usage in self-talk and the interpersonal qualities of self-talk have been 
separate lines of research. Nonetheless, there are hints in some work, such as 
consideration of imperatives (Zell et al., 2012), that these two aspects of self-talk may be 
related in important ways. For example, it is possible that the use of imperatives is related 
to a more dominant interpersonal self-talk style. This brings us to our third set of research 
questions: What are the relations between pronoun usage in self-talk and the interpersonal 
qualities of self-talk? Does the use of imperatives, and a second-person perspective more 
generally, convey a more dominant style of self-talk, and a first-person perspective a 
more submissive style? 
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Study 1 
In the present study, the method used to elicit specific examples of people’s self-talk was 
a structured interview. Participants selected a recurring negative life problem that they 
experienced at least on a weekly basis and then provided three instances of their habitual self-
talk about this problem. They also rated each of these instances for its interpersonal style. Next, 
participants considered what their ideal self-talk style would be like and then provided a specific 
example. They also rated the extent to which they wished to change their self-talk. 
One major exploratory goal of the present research was to delineate and characterize the 
varieties of pronoun usage by which people refer to themselves in their self-talk. Using the 
reasonably large sample of self-talk statements from these interviews, we developed a coding 
scheme for distinguishing the different types of pronouns used to refer to the self, and sought to 
show that this scheme can be applied with high inter-rater reliability.  
Of major interest in this study was the relation between different kinds of personal 
pronouns in self-talk and the interpersonal style of self-talk. Work by Vygotsky (1934, 1987) and 
Zell and colleagues (2012) has suggested that a second-person perspective allows one part of the 
self to issue commands and directives in a manner similar to commands from an outside person. 
Thus, we expected use of second-person perspective to be associated with more dominant self-
talk and conversely use of first-person to be associated with more submissive self-talk.  
The design of this study allowed us to contrast people’s habitual self-talk with what they 
viewed as their ideal self-talk. Based on Kross and colleague’s (2014) argument that a second-
person perspective is more adaptive than a first-person perspective for dealing with negative 
problems, we expected that participants’ ideal self-talk would show a shift towards more use of a 
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second-person perspective. With regard to interpersonal style of ideal versus habitual self-talk, 
interpersonal theorists have argued that the most generally adaptive interpersonal stance is 
friendly dominant (Kiesler, 1996). Thus, we expected that participants’ ideal self-talk would 
show a shift toward greater affiliation and greater dominance. Similarly, we expected people 
with more hostile and submissive self-talk would want to change their self-talk more.  
In summary, the present study had the exploratory aim of addressing the following 
question:   
1. What are the various ways people use pronouns to refer to themselves in their self-talk, and 
what are their relative frequencies?   
In addition, we planned to test the following specific hypotheses: 
2. Compared to people’s naturally occurring, habitual self-talk, their notion of their ideal self-
talk will shift towards greater use of a second-person perspective and less use of first-person 
perspective. 
3. The more dominant a person’s habitual self-talk style, the more they will tend to use a 
second-person perspective and the less they will use a first-person one. 
4. Compared to people’s naturally occurring, habitual self-talk, their notion of their ideal self-
talk will shift towards greater dominance and greater affiliation toward the self. 
5. People’s wish to change their usual way of talking to themselves will be greater the more 
submissive and more hostile it is. We also wanted to explore the possible relation of person-
perspective to wish to change. 
 




Participants self-selected to participate in the study from Wilfrid Laurier University’s 
Psychology Research Experience Program (PREP). The sample consisted of 131 participants 
(mean age = 20.79, SD = 4.47, ranging from 17 – 50 years), including 30 men (22.9%) and 101 
women (77.1%). Participants identified themselves as European (42.7%), Chinese (13.7%), 
South Asian (16.0%), Black (6.9%), Arab (2.3%), West Indian (2.3%), South East Asian (3.1%), 
Latin America (1.5%), and other (10.7%). Participants were compensated for their participation 
in the study with course credit (1.0 credit for the lab visit). 
Measures 
Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale (Appendix A). Participants evaluated each of their 
own self-talk statements for a recurring problem (3 habitual and 1 ideal self-talk statements) 
using the 8-item Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale (STIPOS-SOV; Hall, 2018), which was 
derived from an earlier scale by Price (2015). Each question invited the participant to rate the 
interpersonal quality of the self-talk statement by identifying how well a set of five adjectives 
characterized it. They responded by checking one of five boxes with labels that ranged from 
“Not at all” to “Extremely” (which were later translated to scores from 0 to 4, respectively). 
There were eight sets of five adjectives, each set representing one octant of the interpersonal 
circumplex. For example, the set of adjectives for the PA octant (dominant) was “Assertive, 
Leading, Decisive, Authoritative, Strong-willed”.  
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For each self-talk statement a dominance and friendliness dimension score was 
calculated, as is often done in studies of interpersonal theory (e.g., Ayearst, Selbom, Trobst, & 
Bagby, 2013; 
Locke, 2014; Wiggins, 2003), using the standard trigonometric formulae:  
Dominance = PA – HI + .7071*(BC + NO – FG – JK).  
Friendliness = LM – DE + .7071*(NO + JK – BC – FG).  
Participants’ ratings of the interpersonal orientation of their habitual self-talk were reasonably 
consistent across the three examples, with Cronbach’s alphas of .77 for dominance and .85 for 
friendliness. These strong reliabilities indicate it was reasonable to average the ratings across the 
three habitual self-talk examples for each participant. The correlation between dominance and 
friendliness in this sample was r = .27, p < .01. Participants also rated the interpersonal qualities 
of their ideal self-talk; the correlation between the dominance and friendliness ratings for these 
was  r = -.36, p <.001. 
Procedure  
Participants were invited to complete an in-lab study examining the ways in which people 
react to and cope with everyday problems. A 1-hour structured interview with each participant 
was conducted by one of three undergraduate research assistants. The researchers used a script 
(Appendix B) to ensure consistency across researchers and to minimize differences across 
interviews. This script included questions to ask the participants regarding their self-talk, as well 
as space for the researcher to write the verbal answers given aloud from participants. The script 
also involved a series of forms, which were handed to the participant at pre-specified times 
throughout the interview (Appendix C). 
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Upon arrival, the participant was greeted by the researcher and brought into a private 
room for the structured interview. The researcher informed the participant that the session would 
be audio-recorded to ensure that their free-form responses were fully captured. A small audio 
device was placed on the table in front of both the researcher and participant.   
The structured interview (see Appendix B) began with the researcher asking the 
participant to identify three problems that they have difficulty with repeatedly at least on a 
weekly basis. They were then told to choose one of these three problems to focus on for the rest 
of the interview. Next, the participant was asked to think back to a particular time when the 
problem occurred and describe the situation. They were told, “Now please write down your self-
talk, just as you would say it to yourself, after reflecting on this specific instance of the problem. 
Be as clear and specific as you can”.      
The participant was then asked to say their self-talk aloud “just like it would occur in 
your head”. If the participant did not express their self-talk (e.g., described the situation, or their 
emotions), the researcher thanked them and prompted them by saying “now tell me how that 
would sound in your head”. This process of obtaining self-talk statements was repeated twice 
more – once, for another specific instance of the problem, and once for the problem more 
generally. This led to a total of three typical, or habitual self-talk statements about this recurring 
negative life problem (Appendix C, Forms B, C, and D). Participants were asked to review each 
of these statements and rate its interpersonal characteristics using the Self-Talk Interpersonal 
Octant Scale (Appendix C, Forms E, F, and G).  
  Participants were then asked to reflect on any times they may have previously attempted 
to change their self-talk. Next, participants were instructed “to consider what your ideal manner 
of talking to yourself would be, if you could change it to whatever you wanted.” Then they rated 
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how they would like their ideal self-talk to be with regard to the interpersonal characteristics of 
the Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale (Appendix C, Form I). After these ratings were made, 
the researcher asked the participant to produce an ideal self-talk statement—that is, to say it “out 
loud … to show what this ideal self-talk would be like”. Participants were also asked to rate the 
extent to which they wished they could change their usual way of talking to themselves about the 
problem, on a scale from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely). 
During this study, participants provided their age, biological sex, gender, and ethnicity. 
They also completed questions about any imagery they experienced with regard to their problem, 
ways they may have attempted to change their self-talk, and their willingness to participate in a 
future study in which they would work on changing their self-talk (Appendix B Q31-42; 
Appendix C Forms J, K), and the Interpersonal Self-Talk Scale (IPSTS; Price, 2015); but this 
data was not analyzed as part of this thesis. Following the completion of the structured interview, 
participants were debriefed, thanked for their participation, and given a project summary sheet.  
Results 
Capturing the Variety of Ways in Which People Spontaneously Address Themselves 
Coding of Pronoun Use 
A new Self-Referent Pronoun Coding Scheme (see Appendix D) was developed for use 
in this study. This pronoun coding scheme was created in an iterative process by reviewing the 
self-talk statements and determining what types of pronouns were used within the dataset. The 
approach adopted was to code the self-talk statement as a whole, rather than breaking it into 
subunits.  
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The final pronoun coding scheme had 12 non-overlapping categories. Table 1 shows 
descriptions of each of these categories, together with examples from the dataset. There were 3 
distinct types of first-person usage: (1a) First Person Singular (I, etc.), (1b) First Person Plural 
(we, etc.), and (1c) First Person Mixed Singular and Plural (I + you). There were 6 distinct types 
of second-person usage: (2a) Second Person Singular (you, etc.), (2b) Imperative in Which the 
Implied Subject is “You”, (2c) You + Imperative in Which the Implied Subject is “You”, (2d) 
Name + You, (2e) Name + Imperative in Which the Implied Subject is “You”, and (2f) Name + 
You + Imperative in Which the Implied Subject is “You”. There were three other categories: (3) 
Third Person, (4) Mixed First Person and Second Person (I + You), and (5) No Person Identified.  
Any segments of self-talk statements that were directed to the researcher, such as “My 
self-talk statement would sound like” or “I would say to myself”, or phrases such as “you know” 
or “I guess” were not considered to be self-talk.  
Inter-Rater Reliability of the Coding of Pronoun Usage  
The author coded the 523 self-talk statements (4 statements from 131 participants, with 1 
self-talk statement not collected due to experimenter error) using the Self-Referent Pronouns 
Coding Scheme. A second coder received six hours of training in evaluating pronoun usage of 
the self-talk statements using the created coding scheme. The second coder then independently 
coded all the self-talk statements. The degree to which coders agreed was assessed by computing 
Cohen’s Kappa, which was .88, indicating a high level of agreement. The classification 
inconsistencies between the raters appeared random and did not indicate any systematic 
differences in the interpretation of the categories.  
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Frequencies of Pronoun Usage  
It is theoretically possible for people to talk to themselves without using any self-referent 
pronouns. For example, they might use aphorisms or other general statements (e.g., “Life is no 
bowl of cherries”; “All students find tests stressful”; etc.). Nonetheless, out of the sample of 392 
habitual self-talk statements provided by the 131 participants, only 9 (2.3%) did not make use of  
any pronoun of any kind to refer to the self. Thus, it would appear that people almost always use 
some kind of personal pronoun in their self-statements. 
It is also theoretically possible for people to talk to themselves using a third-person 
perspective (e.g., he or she). However, none of the 392 habitual self-talk statements used the 
third-person perspective. Thus, this does not appear to be a way that people spontaneously talk to 
themselves. 
First person.  The frequencies of the use of first-person pronouns are displayed in Table 2. The 
upper two rows illustrate that overall, the use of the first-person perspective in self-talk is very 
common—it characterized about 53% of all the self-talk statements. Specifically, first-person 
plural (e.g., we, ours) was used by itself very rarely, in only 1.5% of all the 392 habitual self-
statements. When people referred to “we” or “us” in their self-statement, they tended to use “I” 
or “me” as well—the combination occurring in about 7% of all the self-statements. In summary, 
a nearly omnipresent marker of the first-person perspective in self-talk is the use of first-person 
singular pronouns (I, me, my, etc.).  
The lower two rows of Table 2 provide information about the numbers and proportions of 
people who consistently used one first-person style of self-reference across all three self-talk 
examples they provided. These participants could be identified as “purists”, which is an 
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important component of this data because if these individuals are consistently using one type of 
self-talk throughout all three examples, then it is highly probable that they are using that type of 
pronoun usage consistently in their daily self-talk. The most important information here is that if 
we count all types of first-person pronouns together, 43 of the 131 participants fall into this 
category. In other words, about 33% of the individuals always used the first-person perspective 
in their self-talk. 
Second person. Another important possibility is for people to refer to themselves in their self-
talk using the second person (e.g., "you" and "your"). There is no distinction between second-
person singular and second-person plural in Canadian English. In the southern US, an informal 
way to indicate second-person plural is to say "you-all." However, there is a somewhat hidden 
possibility for using second person that does not use "you." This is an imperative or implied 
command, such as "Stop doing that" or "Get to work." In an imperative sentence, such as 
commands or requests, the word “you” is the implied subject of the sentence (i.e., “(You) stop 
doing that.”). Applied to self-talk, this possibility would result in what we have identified as an 
imperative in which the implied subject is “you”. Thus, we coded for these as well.  
To examine the frequencies of second-person language there was a total of six categories, 
as mentioned previously. The first three categories consisted of: (2a) second-person pronouns, 
(2b) imperatives in which the implied subject is "you," and (2c) both second-person pronouns 
and imperatives. These categories are then duplicated with the addition of the participant's name 
(categories, 2d, 2e, and 2f in Appendix D and Table 1). Examining the initial frequencies of 
these categories revealed that categories 2d, 2e, and 2f, were used very infrequently. As a result, 
the three categories that included the use of the participant’s name were combined with their 
respective categories without names to include three final categories for second-person language 
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(i.e., 2a+ 2d, 2b+2e, 2c+2f). At the same time, a separate code was made for all self-talk 
statements (i.e., not only those using second-person), indicating whether Name was used or not. 
(For the results of this additional code, see the Use of Name section, below.)  
The frequencies of the use of second-person perspectives are displayed in Table 3. The 
upper two rows illustrate that overall, the use of the second-person perspective in self-talk is 
fairly common—it characterized about 24% of all the self-talk statements. More specifically, 
note that self-talk statements in the form of pure imperatives, not explicitly using “you” 
pronouns, were very rare, occurring in less than one percent of all the self-talk statements. 
Instead, imperatives, when used, were typically embedded together with the explicit use of 
second-person pronouns—this combination occurring in about 14% of all the self-statements. In 
summary, a virtually omnipresent marker of the second-person perspective in self-talk is the 
explicit use of second-person pronouns (“you” and “your”).  
The lower two rows of Table 3 provide information about the numbers and proportions of 
people who consistently used one type of second-person perspective across all three self-talk 
examples they provided. The most important information here is that if we count all types of 
second-person pronouns together, 15 of the 131 participants fall into this category. In other 
words, about 12% of the individuals always used the second-person perspective in their self-talk. 
This tells us that there are few “purists” who use second-person self-talk in their daily life. 
“Mixed” First Person and Second Person Used Together. There is yet another important 
possibility in how people could refer to themselves in their self-talk statements—they could use 
both first- and second-person pronouns in the same self-talk statement. Table 4 shows the overall 
use of first-person alone, overall use of second-person alone, and the remaining category, which 
is the use of first and second person together in the same self-statement. Looking at the first two 
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rows, you can see that this use of both first and second person together occurred in 84 of the 392 
self-talk statements, or about 21%. This frequency is comparable to the frequency of the use of 
second-person alone (about 24%), and both are lower than the frequency of first-person alone 
(about 53%). If we add the two kinds of uses of second person (i.e., pure and mixed), we see that 
nearly half of all self-talk statements included the use of the second-person perspective.  
Turning to the lower two rows of Table 4, it is interesting that seven of the 131 
participants, or about 5% of them, consistently used a mix of first- and second-person pronouns 
in all three of the self-talk statements they provided. This suggests that at least some individuals 
may have a consistent tendency to mix together first- and second-person perspectives in their 
self-talk. 
Use of Name. As mentioned previously (see the “Second person” section), one other thing we 
coded for, is whether people used their own name in their self-talk statement. For example, 
“Dylan, you need to get to work.” Such use of one’s own name occurred very rarely in this 
dataset, in only 9 (2.3%) of the 392 self-talk statements. In all these few cases, it co-occurred 
with the use of a second-person perspective; thus, it seems simply to be a relatively rare marker 
of such a perspective.  
Evaluating the Hypotheses  
First Hypothesis: Comparing Pronoun Usage in Habitual and Ideal Self-Talk 
In addition to providing three examples of the participant’s typical self-talk, we also 
asked each participant to generate an example of what they would ideally like their self-talk to 
be, in other words, how they wish that they could speak to themselves. This allows us to test the 
hypothesis: Compared to people’s naturally occurring, habitual self-talk, their notion of their 
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ideal self-talk will shift towards greater use of a second-person perspective and less use of first-
person perspective.  
Table 5 indicates the frequencies of the type of person-pronouns used within each self-
talk statement (either 1, 2, 3, or ideal). The first column of data shows the numbers and 
proportions for the “first-person all types” category, which counts all self-talk statements (coded 
1a, 1b, or 1c) for which participants used only first-person language, such as either singular (e.g., 
“I”), plural (e.g., “we”), or both singular and plural. It is evident that there seems to be a striking 
shift away from first person and toward second person in how people characterize what their 
ideally preferred self-talk would be like. In this first column, the participants used first-person 
pronouns in about 50% of their habitual self-talk statements, a proportion which markedly drops 
to less than 20% for their ideal self-talk statements. For this first column, a series of three exact 
binomial tests comparing the three habitual self-talk statements to the ideal self-talk statement 
indicated that the use of first-person pronouns significantly decreased from habitual to ideal self-
talk statements (p < .001, for all three 2-tailed tests). (For the exact binomial there is no test 
statistic; it directly yields a p-value.) This tells us that individuals wish to be using less first-
person pronouns in their self-talk.  
In contrast, the second column of numbers shows that participants used second-person 
pronouns in about 23-24% of their habitual self-talk statements, a value that increased to about 
50% for their ideal statements. The differences between ideal and each of the habitual self-talk 
statements were tested with three exact binominal tests and indicated that the use of second-
person language significantly increased from habitual to ideal self-talk statements (p <.001, for 
all three tests). This tells us that individuals wish to be using more second-person language in 
their self-talk.  
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For self-talk statements including first- and second-person pronouns used together, 
shown in the third column of numbers, note that the differences between habitual and ideal self-
talk proportions are smaller, although all in the same direction as for second person. More 
specifically, the p-values for the exact binomial tests between habitual and ideal frequencies for 
this third column were p = .092, p = .022, and p = .024, respectively. This tells us that in 
comparison to their habitual self-talk, although on average people’s ideal self-talk used more 
mixed first and second person together, this increased usage was not as large as the increases 
noticed for statements involving solely second-person language. 
Second Hypothesis: Relating Dominance to Pronoun Usage in Habitual Self-Talk 
 We next examined the individual differences in person-perspective and how they may 
relate to interpersonal qualities (dominance and affiliation) of self-talk. Recall that the next 
hypothesis was that the more dominant a person’s habitual self-talk style is, the more they tend 
to use a second-person perspective rather than a first-person one. To assess the interpersonal 
style of their habitual self-talk, for each person, the degree of dominance was averaged over the 
three self-talk statements, and the same process was used for the degree of friendliness. To assess 
the degree to which each person used first person in their habitual self-talk, their first-person 
usage was averaged over the three examples (e.g., if two out of three of a participant’s self-talk 
statements included first-person pronouns only (e.g., “I”, “we” etc.) then they would receive a 
score .66 under the first-person perspective (2/3 statements divided by the 3 statements)). The 
same procedure was used to determine their second-person usage, as well as the degree to which 
they used first person and second person together across the three habitual self-talk examples. 
The correlations among the three possible perspectives (first person, second person, both 
first and second person used together) of habitual self-talk with the self-reported interpersonal 
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ratings of dominance and friendliness are displayed in Table 6. Consistent with the second 
hypothesis, in habitual self-talk statements, use of first-person language had a substantial inverse 
relation with dominance, whereas use of second person had a clearly positive relation with 
dominance. First and second person used together had a positive but weaker correlation with 
dominance. These results suggest that use of second rather than first-person is at least partly a 
marker for a more dominant, action-oriented (less passive) self-talk style.   
However, use of second person includes two different kinds of responses that could be 
distinguished: the use of imperatives (which almost always included an explicit “you” pronoun 
as well), and the use of second-person pronouns without any imperatives. The use of 
imperatives, in which the implied subject is “you”, could logically entail a more dominant style. 
This means it is possible that the active ingredient in use of second person may be the imperative 
(a command or request), rather than second person pronouns per se. Thus, we aim to answer this 
question: Is it a second-person perspective per se that correlates with dominance, or is it the use 
of imperatives (along with second-person pronouns) that correlates with dominance, or both?   
For each participant, two contrasting kinds of second-person variables were calculated: 
the proportion of the three examples that used an imperative (with an implied "you"), and the 
proportion of the three examples that used second-person without any imperative. (For instance 
with regard to imperatives a person who used imperatives in all three examples would get a score 
of 1.00, a person who used imperatives in two examples would get a score of 0.67, a person who 
used an imperative in only one example would get a score of 0.33, and a person who never used 
imperatives would get a score of 0.) The correlations of the two kinds of second-person 
perspective (with and without imperatives) with the self-reported dominance and friendliness 
ratings are displayed in Table 7. These correlations suggest that the use of imperatives such as 
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commands and requests may be an important component of the interpersonal qualities of habitual 
self-talk. Use of second-person pronouns per se may be less central. Perhaps somewhat 
surprisingly, although imperatives can have the quality of an unfriendly order (e.g., as in “Get to 
work!”), the use of imperatives in habitual self-talk did not show a negative relation to the 
friendliness dimension. This tells us that a person can be simultaneously instructive and friendly 
within their self-talk.  
Next, we can use the distinction between with versus without the use of imperatives to re- 
examine second-person perspective in ideal versus habitual self-talk. Which of the following is 
an important distinction? — using second person per se or using imperatives. To evaluate this, 
we can compare the mean usage of second-person perspective with and without imperatives. 
Table 8 shows these differences. Compared to their habitual self-talk, people’s ideal self-talk 
style is twice as likely to involve a second-person perspective that includes imperatives such as 
commands or requests. There is also a similar, but weaker difference for use of a second-person 
perspective that does not include imperatives. 
We then explore the correlations among the four variables for habitual self-talk: use of 
first person, use of second person with the use of imperatives, use of second person without the 
use of imperatives, and first and second person used together. Table 9 displays the correlations 
among different self-talk perspectives in habitual self-talk. The use of first person only is 
inversely related to all three types of perspectives involving the use of second person, indicating 
that the main tendency is a strong trade-off between first and second person. However, the three 
types of perspectives involving use of second person do not appear to show this kind of trade-off. 
This suggests that more work is needed to disentangle what is happening in the use of second 
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person. In particular, it is possible that these three different types of second-person usage might 
have different effects on other variables. 
Third Hypothesis: Comparing Habitual and Ideal Self-Talk Styles in Terms of Dominance 
and Affiliation 
 As an interpersonal style, being relatively high on dominance and friendliness is 
considered to be a healthier adjustment according to Kiesler (1996). Similarly, these qualities 
may be more desirable in self-talk. This leads to testing our next hypothesis: Compared to 
people’s naturally occurring, habitual self-talk, their notion of their ideal self-talk will shift 
towards higher dominance and more friendliness.  
Participants’ mean levels of dominance and friendliness for their habitual and ideal self-
talk statements are shown in Table 10. Two paired-samples t-tests reveal that, consistent with our 
predictions, participants’ ideal self-talk was significantly more dominant and friendly than their 
habitual self-talk. This tells us that as expected, individuals wish to be more dominant and more 
friendly in their ideal self-talk, compared to their current, habitual self-talk.  
To visually represent this important finding, Figure 2 displays a scatterplot which shows 
the degree of dominance and friendliness for both participants’ habitual and ideal self-talk 
(shown as dark and open circles, respectively). The empty circles representing ideal self-talk are 
located considerably upwards and to the right (i.e., more dominant and friendly), in comparison 
to the dark circles representing habitual self-talk. Note that although in their habitual self-talk 
many participants have hostile styles (to the left of the vertical midline) and submissive styles 
(below the horizontal midline), these styles are virtually absent from ideal self-talk.  
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Fourth Hypothesis: Relation of Wish to Change Self-Talk with Dominance, Affiliation, and 
Person Perspective 
Participants’ ratings of the extent to which they would like to change their habitual self-
talk provide another window on specific self-talk styles that may be problematic. Table 11 
provides the correlations of wish to change with self-talk dominance, friendliness, and self-
referent pronoun use (first person only, second person only, and first and second person used 
together). Significant negative correlations for dominance and friendliness show that, as 
predicted, greater wish to change self-talk is associated more submissive and more hostile self-
talk. The correlation for friendliness is significantly stronger than that for dominance (z = 
2.92, p < .01); however, a multiple regression shows that dominance and friendliness together 
account for 40% of the variance in wish to change, with both variables contributing significantly. 
 Perhaps surprisingly, pronoun use appears to be unrelated to the desire to change one’s 
self-talk. However, it is possible that pronoun use may be a relatively tacit aspect of self-talk, 
which hence may go unnoticed as an aspect to change. 
Discussion  
The purposes of this study were to explore the pronoun usage and interpersonal style of 
participants’ habitual, spontaneous self-talk. The study addressed both a set of exploratory 
questions and a set of formal hypotheses, which we discuss in turn.  
The present study first aimed to address the exploratory question: what are the various 
ways people use pronouns to refer to themselves in their self-talk, and what are their relative 
frequencies? To assess this, a coding scheme was created based on the current dataset, to 
determine the different types of pronouns used within self-talk statements. This coding scheme 
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was developed to ensure that each self-talk statement would have a unique code, and therefore, 
no two categories overlapped. To date, no prior work examining pronoun usage and self-talk has 
devised a coding scheme similar to this – thus, this tool contributes to the existing literature in a 
novel way (Hardy et al., 2001; Kross et al., 2014; Latinjak et al., 2014; White et al., 2015). 
Interestingly, findings showed that it was relatively uncommon for people to talk to 
themselves without using any self-referent pronouns. It was also found that spontaneous self-talk 
using the third person was completely absent. Furthermore, the results indicated that about half 
the time, people refer to themselves in their self-talk using a purely first-person perspective. The 
other half of the cases are about evenly split between the use of a purely second-person 
perspective and the use of a mix of first-and second-person perspectives. It was also found that 
one’s own name was infrequently used among the self-talk statements. In the few cases it did 
occur, it was almost always used alongside a second-person perspective. It is possible that people 
do not tend to address themselves using their own name, because that language may be used 
more typically when talking to someone else.  
There were three main directional hypotheses for this study. The first hypothesis was: 
compared to people’s naturally occurring, habitual self-talk, their notion of their ideal self-talk 
will shift towards greater use of a second-person perspective and less use of first-person 
perspective. As predicted, compared to participants’ typical self-talk, their ideal self-talk showed 
a strong shift towards much more reliance on a second-person perspective. Specifically, 
individuals who frequently used first-person pronouns in their habitual self-talk, wanted to use 
less first-person pronouns in their ideal self-talk. For second-person perspectives, individuals 
who did not use much second-person language in their habitual self-talk, wanted to use more 
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second-person language in their ideal self-talk. Overall, our first hypothesis was strongly 
supported. 
Why would people prefer a second-person perspective in their self-talk? One potentially 
important reason is because of the interpersonal quality conveyed by second-person language. 
For example, second-person statements may be more action-oriented which would help the 
person take proactive steps to better deal with their recurring negative life problem.  
Recall that our second hypothesis was: the more dominant a person’s habitual self-talk 
style, the more they will tend to use a second-person perspective, and the less they will use a 
first-person one. These results were supported, such that participants who reported higher 
dominance ratings for their habitual self-talk, tended to use more second-person pronouns and 
less first-person pronouns. In fact, a first-person perspective of self-talk had an inverse 
relationship with dominance ratings, indicating that individuals with a first-person perspective, 
are not very dominant in their interpersonal style.  
A reason as to why second-person language may be attributable, at least in part, to a more 
dominant, less passive orientation toward the self is because of its demanding nature. As 
mentioned, our self-talk is internalized from our interpersonal interactions with adult figures 
from childhood, in which these adult figures are often offering instruction or advice (Vygotsky, 
1934, 1987). Accordingly, this language and interpersonal tone are mimicked with the self later 
in life when trying to cope with a problem. In addition, research on the dialogical self highlights 
that our inner dialogue is reflective of the voices and interactions within society (Hermans, 2003; 
Hermans & Hermans-Konopka, 2010). When peers, coworkers, or friends become more 
dominant and demanding, they likely tend to use second-person pronouns. It is speculated that 
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these interactions are also internalized, hence, supporting our finding of a relationship between 
second-person pronouns and a more dominant interpersonal style.  
Another related research question we posed about a second-person perspective was: is it 
second-person perspective per se that correlates with dominance, or is it the use of imperatives 
(along with second-person pronouns) that correlates with dominance, or both? We discovered 
that the use of imperatives (requests or demands) was significantly related to dominance, 
whereas use of second-person pronouns without imperatives was not. This may suggest that 
imperatives are an important component of the interpersonal qualities of self-talk.  
Our finding of the strong correlation between the use of imperatives and dominance 
contributes to the existing literature in a novel way. Past research has suggested that the benefits 
of using second-person pronouns is likely due to that of self-distancing, (Gainsburg & Kross, 
2020; Kross et al., 2014; White et al., 2018), however, our research suggests that another 
plausible reason is attributable to the use of imperatives. The current work offers an alternative 
explanation as to why a second-person perspective may be more useful within self-talk. The key 
aspect of second-person pronouns may not just be self-distancing, but an action-orientated 
interpersonal style that is signified using imperatives. Further research is needed to investigate 
how imperatives are used within self-talk, and how this relates to interpersonal self-talk style.  
In light of the reasonably high frequency of the use of imperatives, we further explored 
their use in terms of participants’ habitual versus ideal self-talk. We found that participants used 
more second-person language within their ideal self-talk compared to their habitual self-talk. 
This pattern was stronger for second-person pronouns with imperatives compared to second-
person pronouns without imperatives – indicating a strong preference for commands or requests 
among participants’ self-talk statements. Together these findings highlight the notion that 
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second-person language, especially of an imperative sort, tends to be perceived as preferable. It 
would be interesting to manipulate people’s everyday self-talk by prescribing the use of a 
second-person perspective to see whether this shift would indeed have beneficial effects. 
Somewhat surprisingly, the three main variants of second-person perspective were only 
negligibly correlated. In addition to a pure use of second-person (“You have to relax”), there 
were cases in which second-person was combined with imperatives (“Relax and move on”), and 
cases in which second-person was combined with first-person (“I keep saying you have to 
relax”). The weak correlations among these suggest they may represent distinct styles of 
referring to the self. Nonetheless, it is possible that there were too few self-talk statements to get 
a clear picture of how these three kinds of responses may be related. Having only three examples 
of self-talk may artificially constrain how related the three kinds of responses can be. A 
straightforward way to overcome this problem would be to get a more ample number of 
examples of self-talk from each person. Therefore, further work is needed to investigate the 
differences between the three types of second-person perspectives.  
The next important hypothesis was that, compared to people’s naturally occurring, 
habitual self-talk, their ideal self-talk would be more dominant and more friendly. This 
hypothesis was strongly supported. We found that, compared to participants’ habitual self-talk, 
people’s ideal self-talk shows a strong shift toward more dominance and more friendliness. 
Consistent with this result, we also found that submissive and especially hostile tendencies in 
self-talk were strongly linked to the wish to change one’s self talk, together explaining 40% of its 
variance. 
A plausible reason as to why there is a preference toward being more dominant and 
friendly when engaging in self-talk is that, according to interpersonal researchers (e.g., Kiesler, 
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1996), a dominant, action-oriented perspective is generally healthier and more effective 
interpersonally than a submissive, passive one. Likewise, being more friendly also has better 
implications in interpersonal interactions compared to being hostile and cold. What works best 
with others may well work best with oneself. People may have some knowledge of these 
differences based on their own experience. Thus, our research is consistent with past findings 
and illustrates that interpersonal theory may provide a generative framework for furthering our 
understanding of self-talk. For example, although ideal self-talk almost invariably fell within the 
friendly-dominant quadrant, it nonetheless showed what may be important individual differences 
along a spectrum from purely dominant through friendly-dominant to purely friendly (see 
Figure 2). 
Limitations and Future Directions  
One limitation of this first study is that there are only three examples of participants’ 
habitual self-talk statements. This is a very limited sampling, so it would be useful to have more 
occasions and variants of a person’s self-talk. Further work needs to explore pronoun usage and 
interpersonal style of self-talk within a larger dataset. This would also provide more reliable 
information about individuals who could be considered purists (e.g., using only first-person 
throughout all of their self-talk statements.) Our second study aims to overcome this issue, with 
28 self-talk statements per participant.  
A second limitation regarding the dataset of Study 1 is that all of the self-talk statements 
provided by the participant are about a recurring negative life problem of their choice. There 
could be a broader range of issues because different types of situations could pull for different 
types of self-talk within a person. Specifically, this could affect both pronoun usage and the 
interpersonal quality of self-talk. Therefore, to thoroughly examine self-talk further, events other 
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than negative recurring problems (e.g., positive events) should also be assessed. Our second 
study will open a whole realm of possibilities by asking participants to share their self-talk for 
both a negative and positive event during a 14-day period.  
A third limitation of this study is the way in which the self-talk statements were obtained. 
This study consisted of a one-on-one structured interview that required the participants to share 
their self-talk with the researcher. It is possible that there were some social desirability factors at 
play that could have altered the pronoun usage or interpersonal style of the participants’ self-talk. 
The methodology of our second study also addresses this concern by asking participants to write 
their self-talk statements online in the form of a diary. 
Another limitation of this study is a difference in the order in which we obtained the self-
talk statements and interpersonal ratings. For the three habitual self-talk statements, we first 
asked participants to provide examples their self-talk, and then asked them to rate the 
interpersonal qualities of each statement. However, for ideal self-talk, we first asked participants 
to rate the interpersonal qualities of their ideal self-talk and then asked them to provide an 
example of what they wished their self-talk would sound like. The rationale for this different 
order was to give participants some context for thinking about what their ideal self-talk would be 
like, something they may have never considered before. It is possible that rating the interpersonal 
qualities of their ideal self-talk before providing an instance of it altered the interpersonal style of 
the statement. However, considering that participants first rated their interpersonal style for the 
habitual self-talk using the same measure as they did for their ideal self-talk, they could have 
already considered what their ideal interpersonal qualities would be. Thus, if order effects are at 
play, they may be negligible. 
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An interesting component of our study was the individuals who used both first- and 
second-person pronouns within the same self-talk statement. Some of these statements suggested 
an internal dialogue between two versions of the self. An example is the following:  
I don't really want to go like no you have to go this is class you paid money for 
this stupid shit but you have to get up fine fine but like the powerpoint is going 
to be up on mylearningspace anyway I can just look at that after it's like you're 
not going to look at the powerpoint like don't kid yourself. 
Research has termed this concept of different positions within the self as the dialogical self 
(Hermans, 2012). Further work is needed to examine how the combination of first- and second-
person pronouns could be reflective of this phenomenon. However, it would first be useful to get 
more data about how often the combination of first and second person is occurring, and how it 
may be related to other variables. It is also essential to further explore different variations of the 
types of self-talk statements used both within and between participants – which is what our next 
study aims to differentiate.  
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Study 2 
 As discussed earlier, there are several limitations from Study 1 that we aim to address in 
Study 2. Most importantly, the current study provides a much better sampling of each person’s 
use of personal-pronouns in their self-talk. In the previous study, there were only 3 examples of 
self-talk, which were all produced in a lab setting in response to one particular problem. In this 
study, 222 participants provided about 28 examples of their self-talk, collected over a period of 
two weeks at home, and the self-talk was regarding not only negative events, but also positive 
ones, as they occurred daily. Hence, our Study 2 should provide much better information about 
the individual differences in how people use personal-pronouns in their self-talk. 
Most of the previous research on the use of personal-pronouns in self-talk has 
manipulated them by instructing people to phrase their reflections in one way versus another 
(e.g., using self-distancing language or self-immersed) (Dolcos & Albarracin, 2014; Kross et al., 
2014;). We know much less about what people actually do spontaneously in their day-to-day 
lives. Thus, acquiring a large sample of how people spontaneously used personal pronouns 
represents an important contribution to the existing literature in a novel way. 
Self-criticism and Self-reassurance  
As mentioned earlier, the use of a second-person perspective is hypothesized to help 
people cope with negative events by dampening the negative emotional responses such events 
may evoke (Kross & Ayduk, 2008, 2011; Verduyn, Van Mechelen, Kross, Chezzi, & Van Bever, 
2012). Somewhat similarly, Gilbert and colleagues (2004, 2007) have drawn attention to the 
propensity some people have of overinvesting in negative reflections on problematic events, 
specifically by engaging in a destructive process of self-criticism. In addition, they hypothesize 
that engagement in self-criticism may make the opposing response of self-reassurance relatively 
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unavailable (Gilbert, Clarke, Hempel, Miles, & Irons, 2004; Mills, Gilbert, Bellew, McEwan, & 
Gale, 2007). Given that the second-person perspective is hypothesized to limit negative 
emotional responses, compared to the first-person perspective, it is plausible that it would also be 
associated with less self-criticism, and possibly more self-reassurance. However, we found in 
Study 1 that second-person perspective is also associated with dominance, which might make the 
relationship of second person to self-criticism more complex. For example, a dominant self-talk 
style may be a component of self-criticism, in that the classic interpersonal style in which one is 
critical of others is hostile-dominant. Such an effect of dominance would work in the opposite 
direction of the self-distancing effect of a second-person perspective. In any case, it seems useful 
to explore whether a bridge may exist between these two as-yet separate lines of research, 
namely second-person perspective and self-criticism.   
Positive Events 
Because how people react to negative events has often been viewed as an important 
aspect of psychological functioning, how people react to positive events has been less studied. 
However, Verduyn, Kross, and colleagues argue, with some empirical support, that self-
distancing, and hence second- versus first-person pronoun use, has the same effect in the face of 
positive events as it does in the face of negative events—specifically, it dampens emotional 
responses, whether they are positive or negative (Verduyn, et al., 2012). However, they argue 
that there is an asymmetry in whether this dampening is adaptive or useful to the individual. 
Whereas damping may often be useful in the face of negative events, it may be less useful in the 
face of positive events, because it would simply tend to reduce the extent of positive emotion in 
reaction to them, presumably making them less enjoyable. Researchers posit that dampening 
positive emotional responses may only be useful in unusual cases, such as clinical mania 
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(Gruber, Harvey, & Johnson, 2009). Otherwise, they argue, a first-person perspective on positive 
events may be more adaptive (Verduyn, et al., 2012). 
Furthermore, a line of research on what is called savoring has pointed to the potential 
importance of reflecting on positive events to enhance their positive impact on the individual 
(Bryant, 1989; Gable, Reis, Impett, & Asher, 2004). Given that the first-person perspective is 
stronger emotionally than the second-person perspective, it is plausible that it would facilitate 
savoring and the attendant positive emotional experience as a person reflects on positive events. 
Conversely, the second-person perspective may weaken such positive emotional responses, and 
thus be disadvantageous for self-talk about positive events.   
 In summary, although the role of the second-person perspective in dampening affective 
reactions has been more fully discussed with regard to negative events, it is plausible that the 
second-person perspective has a similar dampening effect with regard to positive events as well. 
There are suggestions that with positive events, the second-person perspective may be less 
beneficial to the individual, but the predicted dampening effect on affect would appear to be the 
same for both negative and positive events. 
Research Aims and Hypotheses 
A main purpose of using a much broader sample for the current study was to allow us to 
further evaluate the psychometric quality and comprehensiveness of the coding scheme for self-
talk personal-pronoun use, developed in Study 1. Accordingly, we aimed to investigate the 
following exploratory questions: 
• Can this coding scheme be used reliably with a broader sample of self-talk statements? 
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• Do there seem to be any potentially important possibilities that are not yet covered by the 
coding scheme? 
Furthermore, we planned to test the following specific hypotheses: 
1. Compared to self-talk about positive events, self-talk about negative events should show 
more use of second-person pronouns and less use of first-person pronouns. According to 
Kross and colleagues (2014), use of second person is a self-distancing perspective that is 
more adaptive for negative events, whereas use of first person is a self-immersion 
perspective that is more adaptive for positive events.  
2. In replication of the results in Study 1, we hypothesize that greater use of second-person 
pronouns will be associated with a more dominant self-talk style, and greater use of first-
person pronouns with a less dominant style. In addition, we want to look at the role of 
imperatives, which may be a particularly dominant style of second-person perspective. 
3. We hypothesize that greater use of second-person pronouns may be associated with lower 
levels of self-criticism and higher levels of self-reassurance, and greater use of first-
person pronouns with higher self-criticism and lower self-reassurance. The underlying 
rationale is that self-distancing should foster better management of self-critical thoughts 
(although the association of second-person with dominance may weaken this effect).  
4. With regard to individual differences in the affect associated with self-talk about negative 
events: 
a. Because a second-person perspective dampens all emotional responses, 
individuals using a predominance of second-person pronouns in their self-talk 
should show weaker subsequent affect, both negative and positive, yielding 
inverse associations. In contrast, a first-person perspective would be expected to 
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intensify emotional responses, yielding direct associations. Because individuals 
may select events of different intensity for their self-talk, a better test of the 
effects of the relative preponderance of second versus first person perspective will 
control for the average intensity of events for each individual.  
b. Individuals with a more affiliative self-talk style should show lower subsequent 
negative affect and higher subsequent positive affect. The rationale for this is that 
a more affiliative style promotes a more positive outlook (Kiesler, 1996). We will 
also examine any effects of dominance of self-talk on subsequent affect.  
5. With regard to individual differences in the affect associated with self-talk about positive 
events, our expectations are more provisional. However, in line with our earlier 




The data that were coded in this study were originally collected by Hall (2018). A total of 
235 participants self-selected to participate in the study from Wilfrid Laurier University’s 
Psychology Research Experience Program (PREP). Three people dropped out of the study, and 
participants who filled out less than six self-talk reflections were removed from the study due to 
missing data. The final sample consisted of 222 participants (mean age = 18.47, SD = 1.35, 
ranging from 17 – 28 years), including 40 men (18.0%), 179 women (80.6%), 2 (0.9%) identified 
as an “other” gender, and 3 (1.3%) did not respond. Participants identified themselves as 
European (46.8%), Chinese (5.8%), South Asian (13.5%), Black (3.1%), Arab (1.8%), West 
Indian (1.8%), Filipino (1.3%), South East Asian (2.2%), Latin American (1.3%) and other 
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(22.1%). Participants were compensated for their participation in the study with course credit 
(0.5 credit for each of the two lab visits), and a monetary value of $4 per daily survey. 
Measures  
Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale for Participants (STIPOS; Price 2015; Appendix 
G). On this instrument, participants characterize the interpersonal quality of their own self-talk 
statement by rating it on each of the eight octants of the interpersonal circumplex. For each 
octant, there are a set of five descriptive adjectives. For example, the set of adjectives for the PA 
octant (dominant) are “Assertive, Leading, Decisive, Authoritative, Strong-willed”. After reading 
their self-talk statement, participants rate the extent to which each set of adjectives describe their 
self-talk using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Extremely). The 
presentation order of items was randomized to minimize response biases. All sets of adjectives 
were selected based on empirical evidence for strong circumplex structure when applied to self-
talk (Price, 2015; Price, Sadler, & Woody, 2015a, 2015b).  
The information derived from this instrument can be summarized well in terms of two-
dimension scores, one for dominance and one for friendliness, as is often done in studies of 
interpersonal theory (e.g., Ayearst, Selbom, Trobst, & Bagby, 2013; Locke, 2014; Wiggins, 
2003), using the standard trigonometric formulae:  
Dominance = PA – HI + .7071*(BC + NO – FG – JK).  
Friendliness = LM – DE + .7071*(NO + JK – BC – FG).  
International Positive and Negative Affect Schedules short form (I-PANAS-SF; 
Thompson, 2007; Appendix E). The PANAS-SF is a 10-item short version of the PANAS (a 20-
item measure) that measures an individual’s affect using a 5-point Likert scale. For the current 
study conducted by Hall (2018) the response choices were 1 (Not at all), 2 (slightly), 3 
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(Moderately), 4 (Very), and 5 (Extremely). The text for choices 2 and 4 were changed (from ‘a 
little’ and ‘quite a bit’ respectively) to be consistent with the STIPOS’s rating scheme. Of the ten 
items, five belonged to the positive affect subscale (e.g., Alert, Inspired) and five belonged to the 
negative affect subscale (e.g., Upset, Afraid). Participants were asked to rate the extent to which 
the emotions describe the way they felt in response to each of their self-talk statements. 
Forms of Self-criticizing and Self-reassuring Scale (FSCRS; Gilbert et al., 2004; see 
Appendix F). The FSCRS is a 22-item measure consisting of three sub-scales that are used to 
assess how participants react when things go wrong for them. Responses to each item were on a 
5-point Likert scale, going from 0 (not at all like me) to 4 (extremely like me). The items are 
grouped into three types of reactions, characterized either by self-criticism (Inadequate self and 
Hated self) or self-reassurance. Sample items include “I am easily disappointed with myself” 
(Inadequate self), “I have a sense of disgust with myself” (Hated self), and “I still like being me” 
(Reassured Self). Nine items contribute to the Inadequate Self subscale, five for Hated Self, and 
eight for Reassured Self. Previous work has demonstrated that this scale has good reliability and 
validity (Gilbert et al., 2004; Hall, 2018). The internal consistency reliability was good for all 
subscales in this study, with Cronbach’s alphas of .88 for Inadequate Self, .84 for Hated Self, and 
.90 for Reassured Self. In line with previous research demonstrating that the FSCRS has a two-
factor structure in non-clinical populations (Halamova et al., 2018), the Inadequate-Self and Hated-
Self subscales, which correlated .69 in the present study, were combined by taking their mean to 
yield a Self-Criticism scale. Thus, for the current study we have a Self-Criticism scale (M = 2.32, 
SD = 0.75), and a Self-Reassurance scale (M = 3.42, SD = 0.77). 
Daily self-talk survey. The daily online self-talk survey was developed by Hall (2018) to 
collect participants’ daily self-talk statements for both positive and negative events over a 14-day 
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period (see Appendix G). Participants provided their email for identification purposes, and were 
given the following general instructions: 
Towards the end of the day, most people spend some time talking to 
themselves to reflect on some of the day’s events and the importance or 
meaning of those events. We would like you to do this in written form. As best 
you can, write in the way you would naturally talk to yourself, without trying 
to change or “improve” it. 
Participants were then instructed to choose a negative and positive event from their day, 
with the order of the two kinds of events randomized. For each event type, they were told to 
describe the event, describe how the event made them feel at the time, and reflect on the event by 
talking to themselves about it, in written form. Upon completing these three tasks for the first 
event, the same instructions were provided for the remaining event type. 
Participants were then shown their self-talk reflections for the negative event and were 
asked to rate how intense the experience was for them emotionally on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (not at all emotional) to 5 (extremely emotional). On a following page, 
participants were again shown their self-talk reflections for the negative event and were asked to 
rate the interpersonal quality of their self-talk on each of the eight octants of the interpersonal 
circumplex, using the Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale for Participants (STIPOS; Price 
2015). Next, participants were asked to consider how their self-talk reflections made them feel 
now, using the items of the I-PANAS-SF.  
On subsequent pages, participants were shown their self-talk reflections for the positive 
event and made the foregoing ratings of it as well. 
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Procedure  
 For the original data collected by Hall (2018), participants were invited into the lab 
individually for an introduction to the study and were told that the purpose of the study was to 
examine the ways in which people reflect on positive and negative events in their daily lives. 
After consent to participate was granted, the research assistant went through the daily self-talk 
survey (refer to Appendix G) with the participants to ensure that they understood how to 
properly complete the survey and answer the questions. For instance, the researcher specified 
that the participants were to reflect on the events in their day by talking to themselves about it in 
that moment (at the time of reflection), not recall what they said to themselves at the time of the 
event. The researcher gave feedback on the self-talk response given, if it was problematic (e.g., if 
the reflection was too short) and answered any questions that the participants had. If participants 
did not know what a self-talk reflection was, then an example was provided. In addition, for the 
interpersonal and affect ratings, the researcher cautioned participants to rate their reflections, not 
their general feelings. 
 The day after the practice session, participants received an email at 6 p.m., with a link to 
the daily survey, which they could complete electronically using a computer or smartphone. 
They received the same email every day at 6pm but were able to complete their daily survey 
anytime until noon the following day. Participants were asked to complete the survey on 14 days 
between the pre- and post-lab session.  
 Three weeks after the introductory lab visit, participants returned to the lab to complete 
the FSCRS and some other measures not relevant to the present study. Participants were then 
debriefed and compensated for their participation. 
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Participant Ratings of Self-Talk Interpersonal Style  
Using the daily self-talk survey and the STIPOS, participants submitted 6,406 events 
(3193 negative, 3213 positive), self-talk reflections, and self-talk evaluations. Reliabilities for the 
dominance and affiliation dimension scores were computed using the first 14 surveys submitted 
by participants (excluding participants who submitted less than 6 surveys). Participants’ 
ratings of the interpersonal orientation of their self-talk were reasonably consistent from day to 
day for both positive and negative events. Cronbach’s alphas were as follows: for positive 
events, .88 for dominance and .89 for affiliation; and for negative events, .88 for dominance and 
.89 for affiliation. To obtain overall measures of the dominance and affiliation for each person’s 
self-talk, we computed averages across all the occasions they submitted. Although conceptually 
these two variables are orthogonal, they often show some degree of positive correlation in 
datasets (Benjamin, 1998; Roche, Pincus, Hyde, Conroy, & Ram, 2013), which was the case here 
as well. The correlations between these averaged self ratings of dominance and friendliness were 
r = .38, p < .001 for negative events and r = .51, p < .001 for positive events.  
Observer Ratings of Self-Talk Interpersonal Style 
Two independent observers coded the interpersonal style of all 6,406 self-talk reflections 
that participants submitted using a very similar instrument to that which participants used 
themselves (i.e., the STIPOS, but with only minor changes to the directions; Appendix H). From 
these ratings, dominance and affiliation dimension scores were calculated as described earlier. 
Inter-rater reliabilities for these dimension scores were excellent: for positive events, .91 for 
dominance and .83 for affiliation; and for negative events, .90 for dominance and .95 for 
affiliation. Thus, for each self-talk example the respective ratings were averaged across the two 
observers. As with self ratings, to obtain overall measures of the dominance and affiliation for 
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each person’s self-talk, we computed averages across all occasions for each participant. For these 
averaged observer ratings, the correlations between dominance and friendliness were again 
positive, r = .53, p < .001 for negative events and r = .35, p < .001 for positive events. 
Results 
Coding of Pronoun Use  
In almost all respects, the Self-Referent Pronoun Coding Scheme from Study 1 was found 
to be suitable for coding the data of Study 2. There were the following minor adjustments to the 
coding scheme (see Appendix I): 
• Some participants within this dataset began their self-talk statement with some sort of 
formulaic opening salutation, such as “Dear me”, “Dear Name”, or just their name. 
Given that participants are writing their self-talk in a diary format, this opening 
salutation would likely not be a part of their self-talk in day-to-day life. Thus, for the 
purposes of this study, the salutations were excluded from the coding of pronouns 
within the self-talk statements.  
• Nonetheless, for completeness, both the form of any opening salutation and any later 
mention of one’s own name in the self-talk were coded (as shown at the end of 
Appendix I in the subsection entitled “Additional Column Codes”). It is not currently 
anticipated that these codes will be important for evaluating any hypotheses in the 
present study. 
• Given that use of one’s own name was now given its own code, the previous codes 
identifying different uses of second-person perspective together with a person’s name 
were removed (codes 2d, 2e, and 2f in Appendix D).  
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• For cases in which both first- and second-person pronouns were used within the self-
talk statement, we added the distinction between the presence versus absence of 
imperatives. These are codes 4a and 4b in Appendix I.  
The revised final pronoun coding scheme had 10 categories. There were 3 distinct types 
of first-person usage: (1a) First Person Singular (I, etc.), (1b) First Person Plural (we, etc.), and 
(1c) First Person Mixed Singular and Plural (I + you). There were 3 distinct types of second-
person usage: (2a) Second Person Singular (you, etc.), (2b) Imperative in Which the Implied 
Subject is “You”, (2c) You + Imperative in Which the Implied Subject is “You”. There were 2 
distinct types of first- and second-person pronouns used within the same self-talk statement: (4a) 
Mixed First Person and Second Person Without Imperative in Which the Implied Subject is 
“You”, and (4b) Mixed First Person and Second Person With Imperative in Which the Implied 
Subject is “You”. There were two other pronoun categories: (3) Third Person, and (5) No Person 
Identified. 
Inter-Rater Reliability of the Coding of Pronoun Usage  
After receiving extensive training in using the revised coding scheme, a research assistant 
coded personal-pronoun usage for all 6,406 self-talk statements in the data set. To evaluate inter-
rater reliability, the present author independently coded the pronouns of 150 self-talk statements. 
The degree to which coders agreed was assessed by computing Cohen’s Kappa, which for the 
pronoun codes for negative events was .83, and for the pronoun codes for positive events was 
.86. The classification inconsistencies between the raters appeared random and did not indicate 
any systematic differences in the interpretation of the categories.  
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In summary, the personal-pronoun coding scheme developed in Study 1 required only 
minor modifications for use with the diary data of Study 2, and there was again a high degree of 
inter-rater reliability in applying this coding scheme.  
Frequencies of Pronoun Usage  
As discussed in Study 1, it is possible for people to talk to themselves using a third-
person perspective (e.g., he or she). Although no self-talk instances in Study 1 consisted of a 
third-person perspective, for the current study, the first column in Table 12 indicates that 3 
(0.1%) out of the sample of 3193 self-talk statements for negative events, and 8 (0.2%) out of the 
sample of 3213 self-talk statements for positive events consisted of use of third-person pronouns. 
Thus, this still does not appear to be a way that people commonly talk to themselves. 
People may also talk to themselves without using any self-referent pronouns (e.g., “Life 
is no bowl of cherries”). For the present study, the second column in Table 12 shows that only 49 
(1.5%) out of the sample of 3193 self-talk statements for negative events, and 70 (2.2%) out of 
the sample of 3213 self-talk statements for positive events did not consist of any pronoun of any 
kind to refer to the self. Taken together with our findings from Study 1, it is evident that people 
almost always use some kind of personal pronouns in their self-talk statements. 
First person. The frequencies of first-person pronouns are displayed in Table 13. Overall, the 
use of a first-person perspective in self-talk is very common—it characterized about 57% of all 
the self-talk statements for negative events, and 58% of all the self-talk statements for positive 
events. Specifically, first-person plural (e.g., we, ours) was used by itself very rarely, in only 
1.5% of all of the 3193 negative events and 1.6% of all of the 3213 positive events. When people 
referred to “we” or “us” in their self-talk statement, they tended to use first-person singular 
pronouns as well (e.g., I, me)—the combination occurring in about 6% of the self-talk statements 
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for negative events and 9% for positive events. In summary, consistent with our findings from 
Study 1, a nearly omnipresent marker of the first-person perspective in self-talk is the use of 
first-person singular pronouns (I, me, my, etc.). 
Second person. Second-person perspective includes the use of second-person pronouns only 
(e.g., “you” and “your”), the use of imperatives in which the implied subject is you (e.g., “Get to 
work”), or both. These frequencies are displayed in Table 14. Overall, the use of the second-
person perspective in self-talk is fairly common for both negative and positive events, such that it 
characterized about 26% of all self-talk statements for negative events, and 24% of all self-talk 
statements for positive events. More specifically, note that self-talk statements in the form of 
pure imperatives, not explicitly using “you” pronouns, were very rare, occurring in 1% of the 
self-talk statements for negative events and 0.6% of self-talk statements for positive events. 
Similar to our findings in Study 1, when imperatives were used, they were typically embedded 
together with the explicit use of second-person pronouns—this combination occurring in about 
12% of all self-talk statements for negative events and 10% of all self-statements for positive 
events. In summary, a virtually omnipresent marker of the second-person perspective in self-talk 
is the explicit use of second-person pronouns (“you” and “your”). 
“Mixed” First Person and Second Person Used Together. In addition to using first- or 
second-person pronouns within self-talk, some people tend to combine both first- and second-
person pronouns together within the same self-talk statement. Table 15 displays the overall use 
of first-person alone, overall use of second-person alone, and the remaining category, which is 
the use of first and second person used together in the same self-statement. By looking at the 
table you can see that this use of both first and second person together occurred in about 16% of 
all of the self-talk statements for both negative and positive events. 
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 When comparing all three perspective types, it is evident that both a second-person 
perspective (26% for negative events and 24% for positive events) and a mixed first- and second-
person perspective were used less frequently than the use of a first-person perspective within 
self-talk (57% for negative events and 58% for positive events). However, similar to Study 1, if 
we add the two kinds of uses of second person (i.e., pure and mixed), we see that just under half 
of all self-talk statements included some sort of the second-person perspective. 
“Mixed” First Person and Second Person Perspective With and Without Imperatives. 
When revising the coding scheme for Study 1 and applying it to our Study 2 dataset, we 
considered the use of imperatives in self-talk statements that simultaneously use both first- and 
second-person perspective. As can be seen in Table 16, there is indeed some use of imperatives 
in statements combining first- and second-person pronouns. In response to negative events, 43% 
of statements combining first- and second-person pronouns also used an imperative, e.g., 
199/(199+ 304). In response to positive events, 30% of mixed statements also used an 
imperative, e.g., 156/(156+358). For the sake of keeping the mixed perspective as a coherent 
entity, we decided not to distinguish mixed cases using versus not using imperatives.  
Use of Name. In some self-talk statements, people include their own name, but this was rare. For 
negative events, 2.5% of all 3193 self-talk statements included the use of name. For positive 
events 2.7% of all 3193 self-talk statements included the use of name.  
Evaluating the Hypotheses 
Strategy for Handling the Multi-Occasion Data 
The data from the current study have two levels, the participant and the occasion, with 
occasions nested within participants. One important approach to such data is to look at consistent 
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individual differences by computing averages for each participant. This uses the occasion data 
for each individual as a sample from which to infer their trait-like tendencies. For the present 
analyses, all the variables collected in the daily surveys were collapsed across occasion for each 
individual. This was done separately for negative events and for positive events. The variables 
collapsed in this way include all the pronoun-usage variables and the following: participant- and 
observer-rated dominance and affiliation, the intensity of the event, and negative and positive 
affect. To illustrate, with regard to the intensity of events, for each person we have their average 
rated intensity across negative events and their average rated intensity across positive events. 
Thus, the focus in the analyses is on overall individual differences. 
Let us consider how the personal-pronoun variables can be handled in this way. For each 
variable, for each person we assess the proportion of times the person used a particular pronoun-
perspective. For instance, if 7 out of 14 of a participant’s self-talk statements for negative events 
included first-person only (e.g., “I”, “me”) then they would receive a score .50 under the first-
person singular perspective variable (7/14 statements divided by the number of the statements 
they filled out, which in this example would be 14). This was done for the five pronoun-
perspective types, which included first-person singular, first-person plural, second-person only, 
second-person with imperative, and both first- and second-person pronouns used together within 
the same self-talk statement; and this is done separately for negative and positive events.  
The means, standard deviations, and skew values of these perspective types are displayed 
in Table 17. For both event types, the use of first-person singular pronouns is much more 
common than the other four pronoun perspectives. Note also that this is the only type of pronoun 
usage that does not show a high level of positive skew. To examine the underlying distributions 
of these five variables, we examined histograms, some of which are shown in Figure 3. Although 
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first-person singular was not skewed, the figure shows that it was bimodal for both negative and 
positive events. The other four pronoun-perspectives all showed striking J-shaped distributions, 
as illustrated in the figure for first- and second-person used together. In short, all five pronoun-
perspectives depart strikingly from a normal distribution. 
These non-normal distributions have two important implications. First, rather than using 
parametric statistics, it would be better to compute p-values using bootstrapping, because these 
are robust in the face of distributional differences. In addition to using the bootstrap, we also 
adopted a somewhat conservative p-value cut-off of .01 for statistical significance.  
Second, the bimodal and J-shaped distributions suggest the possibility of an underlying 
typology—that is, qualitatively distinct classes of people. For example, variables relevant to 
psychiatric diagnoses, which are categorical, are typically J-shaped because most people do not 
show this variable at all. To address this possibility of qualitatively distinct groups, a later 
section of the results will apply cluster analysis.  
The First Hypothesis and Correlations Among the Personal-Pronoun Variables 
Table 17 also provides the mean difference between negative and positive events for each 
pronoun-usage variable and the corresponding statistical test. Recall that our first hypothesis was 
that compared to self-talk about positive events, self-talk about negative events should show 
more use of second-person pronouns and less use of first-person pronouns. To compare whether 
perspective types differed between negative and positive events, a series of paired samples t-tests 
were conducted based on a bootstrap of 5000 samples. The mean differences between negative 
and positive events were close to zero for all five perspective types. This difference was 
significant for first-person plural, but not significant for the other four perspectives. Altogether, 
these results do not support the first hypothesis. The minimal differences for each perspective 
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type between negative and positive events suggest that the pronouns used within people’s self-
talk are not dependent on event type. 
Table 18 shows correlations among the five personal-pronoun perspective variables 
within negative events and within positive events. For both negative and positive events, the use 
of first-person singular shows a strong inverse relation to the three perspectives involving 
second-person, and use of first-person plural shows a similar, weaker pattern. Table 19 shows the 
correlations among the personal pronoun variables across negative and positive events. The 
bolded correlations in the table show that each of the five perspective types is strongly positively 
correlated across negative and positive events. These results demonstrate that individuals are 
very consistent across negative and positive events in how much they use each of the   
perspective types.  
Given the strong tendency of second-person and first-person perspectives to be inversely 
related, as shown in Table 18, an additional summary variable, a person-perspective index, was 
added to the dataset to assess the extent to which second-person language or first-person 
language predominates in people’s self-talk. For each participant, this index was computed by 
subtracting the proportion of times the person used any type of first-person pronouns across all 
occasions within their self-talk from the proportion of times the person used any type of second-
person pronouns across all occasions within their self-talk (all use of second-person pronouns 
minus all use of first-person pronouns). Therefore, each participant had a score ranging from -1 
to +1, with positive scores denoting a greater tendency for a person to use a second-person rather 
than first-person perspective, and negative scores denoting a greater tendency to use a first-
person rather than second-person perspective. (Mixed cases did not shift the index in either 
direction because they used both first and second person simultaneously.) Participants who use 
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first- and second-person pronouns about equally often, including people who consistently use a 
mixed perspective, would receive scores near zero. In later analyses, this index will facilitate 
both mean comparisons and correlations with other variables. 
Descriptive Statistics for the Other Variables and Differences on Them Between Negative 
and Positive Events 
A major aim of this study was to relate pronoun usage to other variables, including 
participant- and observer-rated interpersonal self-talk style (dominance and affiliation), the 
intensity of events, and negative and positive affect. The means, standard deviations, and skew 
values for these variables are displayed in Table 20. As shown in the last column of the table, 
paired samples t-tests based on a bootstrap of 5000 samples indicated that for all these variables 
the means differed significantly between negative and positive events. The most striking 
differences are for dominance and affiliation. Participants’ self-talk was less dominant and 
affiliative for negative events than for positive events. This difference was evident for both self 
and observer ratings. Next, consider the means for intensity— participants tended to experience 
more emotional intensity for negative events than for positive events, but the difference is quite 
small. Finally, the means for negative and positive affect are in the expected direction, with 
higher levels of negative affect for negative events and higher levels of positive affect for 
positive events. 
Second Hypothesis: The Relation of Pronoun Usage to Dominance and Affiliation  
Recall that our second hypothesis was that greater use of second-person pronouns will be 
associated with a more dominant self-talk style, and greater use of first-person pronouns with a 
less dominant style. The relevant correlations are provided in Table 21. 
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Let us first consider dominance. Consistent with our hypothesis, second-person language 
tended to correlate positively with dominance, whereas use of first-person language tended to 
correlate negatively with dominance. However, this pattern tended to be stronger for observer 
ratings than participant ratings, especially with regard to positive events. Note that the 2nd vs 1st 
person-perspective index captures this overall pattern reasonably well. However, in addition, it 
appears that, as expected, there is a consistent tendency for the strongest positive correlations 
with dominance to be with use of second-person imperative.  
Next, regarding affiliation there was a somewhat similar pattern, but weaker than for 
dominance. Again, the weakest correlations were for the participant ratings with regard to 
positive events, none of which reached statistical significance. Otherwise, there were clear 
negative correlations of affiliation with first-person singular. With regard to negative events, 
there were clear positive correlations with affiliation with use of second person with imperative. 
As with dominance, the person-perspective index appears to summarize the overall pattern for 
affiliation reasonably well. 
Third Hypothesis: The Relation of Pronoun Usage to Self-Criticism and Self-Reassurance  
 Recall our third hypothesis is that greater use of second-person pronouns may be 
associated with lower levels of self-criticism and higher levels of self-reassurance, and greater 
use of first-person pronouns with higher self-criticism and lower self-reassurance. The relevant 
correlations are displayed on the left half of Table 22. Most of these correlations are too small to 
be significant. Nonetheless, for negative events the significant negative correlation of self-
criticism with second-person imperative is consistent with our hypothesis, and for positive events 
the significant positive correlation of first-person singular with self-criticism is consistent with 
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the hypothesis (as is the negative correlation with the person-perspective index). Overall, the 
support for this hypothesis is patchy.  
Fourth and Fifth Hypotheses: The Relation of Pronoun Usage and Interpersonal Style of 
Self-Talk to Subsequent Affect  
The right side of Table 22 shows correlations of the person-perspective variables and the 
summary index with subsequent negative and positive affect. These correlations provide a 
limited but useful window on the relation of pronoun usage to subsequent affect. For negative 
affect, there is a reasonably clear tendency for the two kinds of second-person perspective 
(second-person only and second-person imperative) to have the expected negative relation to 
subsequent affect, and there is the expected positive relation to subsequent affect for first-person 
singular. Likewise, the 2nd vs 1st person-perspective index has the expected inverse relation with 
subsequent negative affect for both negative and positive events. However, for positive affect, 
the correlations are smaller and none are statistically significant. Thus, pronoun usage does not 
seem to have effects on positive affect that parallel those for negative affect.  
 For further analysis of the relation of self-talk variables to affect, we developed a 
structural equation model, shown as a path diagram in Figure 4, with the following important 
features:  
• At the left side of the diagram, Intensity of Events, which is permitted to have effects on 
all other variables in the model, controls for individual differences in the overall intensity 
of events for each person. 
• In the middle of the diagram, there are three variables selected to capture the main 
features of individual differences in self-talk style. The variable, 2nd vs 1st Person, is the 
person-perspective index, which represents the most important distinction in pronoun 
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usage. (It is not desirable to use all five person-perspective variables simultaneously in a 
model like this because they have strong inter-correlations, which would produce 
problems of multicollinearity.) The interpersonal variables, Dominance of Self-Talk and 
Affiliation of Self-Talk, are based on the ratings of the self-talk by independent 
observers. An advantage of using these observer ratings is that all the variables in the 
middle of the model are based on objective observations of the self-talk statements, thus 
limiting the possible effects of self-report biases.  
• The outcome variables toward to the right side of the model, Negative Affect and 
Positive Affect, represent the affective qualities associated with individual differences in 
self-talk. 
• In the model, the error variables, d1, d2, and d3, are allowed to be correlated, 
representing any residual overlap in these three major aspects of self-talk, controlling for 
Intensity of Events. In addition, the error variables for negative and positive affect, d4 
and d5, are allowed to be correlated, representing any common response bias in reporting 
affect.  
This model was estimated separately for negative events and for positive events using 
AMOS 26. In light of the non-normal distribution of the person-perspective variable, the 
significance tests were based on a bootstrap using 5000 samples.  
Figure 5 shows the results for negative events. It can be seen that Intensity of Events has 
a clear positive relation to both kinds of affect, likely reflecting consistencies in how people 
report affect. An additional consistency of this sort is represented by the .38 correlation between 
d4 and d5. Intensity of Events also shows inverse relations with the three self-talk variables, but 
these are relatively weak (explaining 2%, 3%, and 4% of their variance), with the relation for 2nd 
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vs 1st Person not reaching significance. These weak relations suggest that controlling for 
Intensity of Events likely has only a small impact on other estimates in the model.  
It can also be seen that the model accounted for 39% of the variance in negative affect, 
and 17% of the variance in positive affect. For negative affect, the only statistically significant 
relation with the self-talk variables is for Affiliation of Self-Talk, β = -.25, which is in the 
predicted direction. Although the relation of 2nd vs 1st Person to Negative Affect did not reach 
statistical significance, it is in the predicted direction, β = -.16. It is important to note that 2nd vs 
1st Person is strongly correlated with Dominance of Self-Talk, as reflected in the .73 correlation 
between their errors. This multicollinearity may reduce the power associated with testing the 
relation of 2nd vs 1st Person to Negative Affect. Dominance of Self-Talk does not appear to have 
a relation to Negative Affect β = .06.   
Regarding Positive Affect, again the only statistically significant relation with the self-
talk variables is for Affiliation of Self-Talk, β = .25, which is in the predicted direction. The 
relation of 2nd vs 1st Person to Positive Affect falls short of statistical significance, but is in the 
predicted direction, β = -.09. There is some hint of a positive relation with Dominance of Self-
Talk, β = .20, but this also falls short of statistical significance.  
Figure 6 shows the results for positive events. It can be seen that, as for negative events, 
Intensity of Events has a clear positive relation to both kinds of affect, likely reflecting 
consistencies in how people report affect, with an additional consistency of this sort represented 
by the .26 correlation between d4 and d5. Intensity of Events shows a statistically significant 
inverse relation with 2nd vs 1st Person (explaining 4% of its variance), but shows no significant 
relation to the other two self-talk variables (explaining just 1% of the variance of each). Again, 
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these weak relations suggest that controlling for Intensity of Events likely has only a small 
impact on other estimates in the model.  
It can also be seen that the model accounted for 27% of the variance in negative affect, 
and 31% of the variance in positive affect. For negative affect, the only statistically significant 
relation with the self-talk variables is for Affiliation of Self-Talk, β = -.39, which is in the 
predicted direction. In contrast, the variable 2nd vs 1st Person seems to have no relation at all to 
Negative Affect, and the estimate for Dominance of Self-Talk is also very small, β = -.06.     
Regarding Positive Affect, it is somewhat surprising that there is no relation with 
Affiliation of Self-Talk, β = -.02. However, the other two self-talk variables have significant 
relations to Positive Affect. The effect for 2nd vs 1st Person, β = -.22 is in the predicted direction. 
Dominance of Self-Talk has a relatively strong positive impact on Positive Affect, β = .42. This 
may suggest that a self-directing, self-commanding style of self-talk amplifies the positive 
qualities of positive events. 
Cluster Analysis 
Rationale and Method of Analysis 
As discussed earlier, the bimodal and J-shaped distributions of the pronoun-usage 
variables suggest that there could be an underlying typology, in which individuals could be 
sorted into mutually exclusive groups based on their distinct patterns of pronoun use. An 
exploratory method for examining the underlying possibility of such qualitatively different 
groups is the data analytic procedure called cluster analysis. The “clusters” in such an application 
are the qualitatively distinct groups of people. In the present study, the set of measures to be used 
as the bases for creating these clusters are the ten pronoun-usage variables: five for negative 
events, and the corresponding five for positive events. 
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The specific technique we applied is hierarchical cluster analysis, which produces 
solutions for every possible number of clusters. A hierarchical analysis begins by considering 
every participant to belong in their own cluster of one individual. At each successive step, the 
analysis combines the two groups that are most similar into one group. At the end of this process, 
the last solution puts all participants in just one group. Because there are 222 participants in our 
dataset, this hierarchical approach generates 222 different clustering solutions. Out of all these 
solutions, only one (or possibly two or three) are likely of much interest, usually involving only a 
relatively small number of groups. As a guide to selecting the most appropriate solution, we can 
examine how the size of the largest group changes with each subsequent step in the hierarchy. A 
relatively large increase in this statistic indicates that the two groups that were combined at that 
step substantially increased the heterogeneity of the people in that group, which indicates that the 
previous step was a superior solution. 
It is useful to plot the successive values of the size of the largest group in a manner akin 
to a scree plot in factor analysis (Yim & Ramdeen, 2015). Figure 7 displays this scree-like plot 
for the present dataset. On the X-axis is the number of clusters, and on the Y-axis is the size of 
the largest cluster. The straight line indicates the range of the number of clusters over which the 
size of the larger cluster does not considerably change. We can see that the first appreciable jump 
in cluster size is between 5 clusters and 4 clusters, which supports the superiority of a 5-cluster 
solution. 
To validate the results obtained from the cluster analysis, a discriminant analysis may be 
performed to check how well the groups derived from a cluster analysis can be discriminated on 
the basis of the variables used in the cluster analysis. In a discriminant analysis for the five 
clusters, it was possible to correctly classify 96.4% of the participants into their respective 
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groups based on the ten person-pronoun variables. This result verifies that the five clusters of 
people really are reasonably distinct. 
The Five-Cluster Solution: Nature and Correlates  
To determine what the cluster membership signifies, we need to look at the profile of 
means for the ten person-pronoun variables for the five clusters. This is shown in Figure 8. The 
profiles for the five clusters are represented by five different colours. Along the X-axis are the 
ten different person-pronoun variables, the five for negative events to the left and the 
corresponding five for positive events to the right. On the Y-axis is the proportion of use of each 
type of pronoun in self-talk. For example, the blue line is the profile for Cluster A. For negative 
events, this profile indicates that these people used first-person singular about 85% of the time in 
their self-talk and rarely used any other type of personal pronoun. Also note that the 
corresponding profile for positive events is virtually identical. 
A surprising aspect of the profiles in Figure 8 is that they are virtually identical for all 
five clusters across negative and positive events. What this means is that the distinction between 
negative and positive events had no impact on the cluster solution. In other words, whatever style 
people have in using pronouns appears to be virtually the same across negative and positive 
events. Clusters C, D, and E (gray, orange, and red, respectively) all involve the predominant use 
of some form of second person. Note that, akin to the lack of use of any kind of second person by 
people in Cluster A (blue), the people in clusters C, D, and E almost never use first person by 
itself. The distinctive feature of people in Cluster B (yellow) is that they are the only individuals 
who use first-person plural to any appreciable extent.  
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Because there are no differences in profiles across negative and positive events, the 
proportions of use can be combined across these two event types, as shown in Table 23. We can 
use these values to further characterize the nature of the five clusters. Note that Cluster A is by 
far the most common group, consisting of 46% of the entire sample. The other four clusters are 
much less common, consisting of 9% to 19% of the entire sample. Cluster A is remarkable in 
that these individuals use some form of first-person almost always (81% + 9% + 5% = 95% of 
the time). In other words, about half of all participants do not vary appreciably in how they use 
personal pronouns. People in Cluster B are similar to those in Cluster A, in that they always use 
some form of first-person (46% + 26% + 19% = 91%). As mentioned earlier, what is distinctive 
about people in Cluster B is that they use first-person plural about a quarter of the time.  
The other three clusters all involve much more use of second-person pronouns—for 
Cluster C 86% of the time, Cluster D 92% of the time, and for Cluster E 84% of the time. What 
distinguishes these three groups from one another is which second-person pronoun usage is most 
predominant. For Cluster C it is second-person only (49%), for Cluster D it is second-person 
imperative (54%), and for Cluster E it is first- and second-person used together (62%). Note that 
the individuals in Cluster E are the only ones who predominantly use first- and second-person 
together (62% versus 20% or less in the other four groups).  
A summary description of the five clusters is the following:  
• People in Cluster A almost always use first-person singular.  
• People in Cluster B are the most frequent users of first-person plural, but also use first-
person singular and first and second together. 
• People in Cluster C usually use second person, but often without an imperative. 
• People in Cluster D usually use second person, and usually with an imperative. 
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• People in Cluster E most often use first and second together. 
It is of some interest to look at how these clusters relate to other variables. Table 24 shows 
means for the five clusters on the interpersonal style variables for negative events and for 
positive events. Especially for negative events, cluster membership is related to dominance and 
affiliation. In general, the clusters in which people predominantly use first person (Clusters A 
and B) have less dominant and less affiliative self-talk than clusters in which people use second 
person (Clusters C, D, and E). For positive events, there is the same pattern for observer-rated 
dominance, whereas for observer-rated affiliation only people who most often used first and 
second together (Cluster E) are significantly more affiliative in their self-talk than people in two 
of the other groups, namely Clusters A and C. Unlike for negative events, the self-rated 
dominance and affiliation self-talk did not significantly discriminate any of the five groups.  
Table 25 shows the means for the five clusters on self-criticism, self-reassurance, and the 
affect variables. The only variable that significantly discriminated among the groups was 
negative affect for negative events. As might be expected, the first-person usage clusters (A and 
B) had somewhat higher negative affect than the other three groups, although these differences 
were only statistically significant for Cluster C.  
Discussion 
One major goal of Study 2 was to further evaluate the psychometric quality and 
comprehensiveness of the coding scheme for self-talk personal-pronoun use developed in Study 
1. As an advance over Study 1, this study added the distinction between negative and positive 
events and included a much larger sample of self-talk statements for each person. The other 
major goal of Study 2 was to evaluate a set of hypotheses about how pronoun usage relates to 
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other important constructs, including the interpersonal qualities of self-talk (dominance and 
affiliation), self-criticism and self-reassurance, and post self-talk affect (negative and positive).  
Capturing the Varieties of Personal Pronoun Use in Self-Talk 
Regarding the coding scheme, we found that it could be used reliably with a broader 
sample of self-talk statements (e.g., including ones about positive events), gathered using a daily 
diary approach. Almost no modifications were needed to the coding scheme, and the few that 
were added were relatively minor. Not only did Study 2 replicate the different types of pronoun 
use in self-talk in Study 1, but it also replicated the relative frequencies of use of these different 
types. This is somewhat remarkable in that the self-talk data was gathered quite differently in the 
two studies—in a face-to-face structured interview about a recurring problem, conducted in a 
lab, versus an online daily diary encompassing both negative and positive events and with no 
prescribed topic. Somewhat surprisingly, the relative frequencies of the different pronoun usages 
were virtually the same across negative versus positive events. These consistencies suggest that 
the coding scheme and its various components may be quite robust. 
An important contribution of the present research is that it examines actual self-talk 
statements and comprehensively characterizes the full range of individual differences in pronoun 
usage to refer to the self. In contrast, previous research has tended either to make strong 
assumptions about how people typically refer to themselves in self-talk (Grossman & Kross, 
2010; Nigro & Neisser, 1983; Robinson & Swanson, 1993), or to force the issue by 
experimentally prescribing particular types of self-referential pronouns (Kross et al., 2014; Kross 
& Ayduk, 2017). The present research draws attention to some relatively novel aspects of self-
reference, including use of imperatives (with an implied “you”), and the combined use of first- 
and second-person pronouns, which merit further investigation. Also, the present research shows 
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that a third-person perspective, which has attracted some theoretical attention, almost never 
occurs in spontaneous self-talk. 
Personal Pronoun Usage in Negative and Positive Events 
As our first hypothesis, we expected that self-talk about negative events should show 
more use of second-person pronouns, whereas self-talk about positive events should show more 
use of first-person pronouns. This hypothesis was based on arguments by Kross and colleagues 
(2014) that use of second person is a self-distancing perspective which is more adaptive for 
negative events, whereas use of first person is a self-immersion perspective which is more 
adaptive for positive events. However, the differences of means in pronoun usage between 
negative and positive events were so small as to be negligible. Another relevant consideration is 
that in the cluster analysis, the separate pronoun variables for negative and positive events had no 
impact on the solutions obtained. In other words, possible individual differences in pronoun 
usage for negative versus positive events were of no importance in distinguishing among groups 
of people. Thus, there does not appear to be even a subgroup of people showing the kind of 
difference that Kross and colleagues drew attention to. 
Assuming Kross and colleagues (2014) may be correct about an asymmetry in 
adaptiveness, participants do not seem to have discovered this on their own. Instead, our data 
suggest that individuals mainly have a characteristic manner of referring to themselves that 
generalizes across different types of events, such as negative versus positive. 
Relation of Personal Pronoun Usage to Interpersonal Style of Self-Talk 
As our second hypothesis, we expected to replicate the findings in Study 1 that greater 
use of second-person pronouns, and perhaps especially use of imperatives, would be associated 
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with a more dominant self-talk style, and greater use of first-person pronouns with a less 
dominant style. These findings were strongly confirmed by the correlations with the observer-
ratings of dominance, with weaker support by the correlations with self-ratings. Interestingly, 
there was a tendency for the strongest correlations to be with the use of imperatives. In addition, 
for negative events, greater use of second person was related to higher affiliation and greater use 
of first person to lower affiliation. In summary, use of second- versus first-person pronouns is 
clearly related to the interpersonal style of self-talk, especially its level of dominance.  
The finding of weaker correlations for self-ratings than for observer-ratings may suggest 
that participants are somewhat less attentive to how their pronoun usage affects the interpersonal 
qualities of their self-talk. Their pronoun usage may be a stylistic quality of their self-talk that 
does not seem to have other implications—for example, “I love myself” and “Love yourself” 
may seem to be pretty much the same.  
The association of second- versus first-person pronoun usage with dominance shows that 
this distinction in pronoun usage may have important effects other than the self-distancing versus 
self-immersed perspectives emphasized by previous researchers (Kross et al., 2014; White et al., 
2018; Gainsburg & Kross, 2020). The more dominant stance implied by second person, and 
perhaps especially by imperatives, is important because of the self-directing and self-organizing 
functions of self-talk. Future work should distinguish between these two separable underlying 
processes. 
Relation of Personal Pronoun Usage to Self-Criticism and Self-Reassurance  
As our third hypothesis, we proposed that greater use of second-person pronouns may be 
associated with lower levels of self-criticism and higher levels of self-reassurance, and greater 
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use of first-person pronouns with higher self-criticism and lower self-reassurance. Although the 
correlations were generally in the expected directions, they were weak and patchy with regard to 
statistical significance. To understand why these correlations may be weak, it is important to take 
account of the substantial correlations between pronoun usage and dominance. For example, 
consider that greater use of second-person pronouns may be associated with two somewhat 
opposing effects: greater self-distancing and greater dominance. The greater self-distancing 
would tend to lead to less self-criticism because of better management of self-critical thoughts, 
but greater dominance may be associated with a hostile-dominant stance toward the self and thus 
more self-criticism, weakening the foregoing effect. This may be an example of the importance 
of distinguishing between multiple distinct effects of pronoun use.  
Another reason that relationships with self-criticism were weak may have to do with the 
global conception of self-criticism that underlies the Forms of Self-Criticizing and Self-
Reassuring Scale (FSCRS; Gilbert et al., 2004). This scale treats all acts of self-criticism as 
harmful events to be avoided. However, there is a spectrum of different ways an individual can 
be self-critical, and this spectrum is represented by the various octant positions on the 
interpersonal circumplex. For example, a person could take a friendly-dominant stance toward 
being self-critical, rather than a hostile-dominant one. Thus, this scale may be confounding a 
wide variety of types of self-criticism which might, if distinguished, relate in different ways to 
other variables.  
Relation of Personal Pronoun Usage to Affect  
 Our fourth hypothesis addressed the possible effects of pronoun usage and affiliation on 
post self-talk affect regarding negative events. For negative affect, the correlations with the 
personal-pronoun usage variables tended to be as expected. In particular, second person only and 
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second person with imperative correlated negatively with negative affect, and first-person 
singular correlated positively with it. Likewise, the second- versus first-person index showed a 
clear inverse relation with negative affect, supporting the hypothesis that second-person tends to 
dampen affective response compared to first-person. However, for positive affect, there were no 
significant correlations with any of the person-perspective variables. 
 The structural equation model for negative events poses some advantages over the simple 
correlations with the personal-pronoun variables—namely it controls for the average perceived 
intensity of events and the interpersonal characteristics of self-talk. Although the coefficient 
relating second- versus first-person index to negative affect did not reach statistical significance, 
its sign and magnitude were similar to the pattern shown in the simple correlations. Turning to 
affiliation, it showed the hypothesized inverse relation with negative affect and direct relation 
with positive affect. Thus, affiliative self-talk appears to be a way to ameliorate negative 
responses to negative events and boost positive responses.  
 As mentioned previously regarding our fifth hypothesis, the possible effects of pronoun 
usage and affiliation of post self-talk affect about positive events were more provisional, given 
that positive events have received less attention in the relevant literature. However, we expected 
that the pattern of associations might be similar to those for negative events. Indeed, for positive 
events, the correlations of negative affect with the person-pronoun usage variables showed a 
similar pattern, although weaker, to those for negative events. In particular, the second-person-
only variable correlated negatively with negative affect, first-person singular correlated 
positively with it, and the second- versus first-person index showed a significant inverse relation 
with it. These results again support the hypothesis that second-person tends to dampen affective 
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response compared to first-person. Like for negative events, there were no significant 
correlations of positive affect with any of the person-perspective variables. 
 The results of the structural equation model for positive events were somewhat 
surprising. Controlling for average perceived intensity of events and interpersonal qualities of 
self-talk, the second- versus first-person index showed no relation to negative affect (β = .00), 
but an inverse relation to positive affect (β = -.22). The latter result is consistent with the 
hypothesis that second person tends to dampen emotional response, and a dampening of positive 
affect in response to a positive event is the particular kind of effect proposed in the self-
distancing literature (Verduyn, et al., 2012). Turning to affiliation, it showed the expected 
inverse relation with negative affect, but, unlike for negative events, no relation with positive 
affect. Particularly noteworthy in this model was the relatively large effect of dominance on 
positive affect (β = .42). As mentioned earlier, it is possible that a self-directing, self-
commanding style of self-talk helps to elaborate the positive qualities of positive events. In 
summary, for self-talk about positive events, affiliation is a way to reduce negative affect, 
whereas dominance, along with a first-person perspective, is a way to boost positive affect.  
Implications of the Cluster Analysis  
 The cluster analysis showed that on the basis of patterns of personal-pronoun usage, 
participants could be assigned to five highly distinct groups. Although the details of these 
patterns took account of all ten personal-pronoun usage variables, the most striking distinction 
involved the predominant pronoun usage for each: people in Cluster A predominantly used first-
person singular, people in Cluster B were the only individuals who used the first-person plural 
relatively often, people in Cluster C and Cluster D predominantly used second-person only and 
second-person imperative respectively, and people in Cluster E predominantly used first- and 
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second-person together. These clusters related to dominance and affiliation in a manner 
consistent with earlier results—people in clusters using a predominance of second person (C, D, 
E) tended to show higher dominance and higher affiliation than people in clusters using a 
predominance of first person (A and B), although these associations were somewhat stronger for 
negative events than for positive events. The relation of these clusters to post-self-talk affect was 
disappointingly weak, with the only significant differences being for negative affect in response 
to negative events. This result suggests that using the clusters may not be a good alternative to 
using the pronoun-usage variables, at least in terms of exploring relationships with other 
variables.  
 However, the nature of the five clusters has important implications for future research on 
self-talk. Consider that people in Clusters A and B, who constitute 62% of the sample, use first-
person more than 90% of the time. Consider also that people in Clusters C and D who comprise 
28% of the sample, use some form of second person more than 85% of the time. In other words, 
a great majority of the participants show a strongly characteristic style of personal-pronoun 
usage to which they adhered with only relatively rare exceptions. Also noteworthy, these 
preferred usages did not differ appreciably for negative versus positive events—another 
indication of the strength of the very consistent individual differences. In summary, a high 
proportion of people tend to stick to one habitual pronoun style, and this style does not seem to 
be affected by the type of event such as negative versus positive events.  
 This degree of individual consistency has some important implications. One is that for a 
high proportion of participants, there is virtually no variation in their pronoun usage across 
occasions. In terms used in multilevel modelling (MLM), for these participants all of the 
variation is at Level 2, the level of participants, and almost none is at Level 1, the level of 
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occasions. It is an unusual circumstance in MLM for many of the participants to show virtually 
no variation at Level 1. This is a problem that would need some careful consideration in any 
future application of multilevel approaches to data like those in this study.  
Another interesting implication has to do with studies in which pronoun usage is 
experimentally manipulated. Consider, for example, the experimental prescription to use second-
person pronouns to refer to the self. For a participant in Cluster A or B, this is asking them to do 
something that is very unfamiliar, whereas for a participant in Cluster C or D, this is asking them 
to do what they already habitually do. Thus, individuals’ predominant style may serve as an 
important context for an experimental manipulation. It is possible that pre-existing differences in 
pronoun usage affect the impact, or even meaning of, such an experimental prescription.  
Limitations and Future Directions  
When considering our findings for the interpersonal style of self-talk, the observer-ratings 
for dominance and affiliation were stronger compared to the participant-ratings. A possible 
reason as to why this may be is that observers and participants could be attending to different 
things when making these ratings. For instance, participants have more access to information 
about the event they reflected on, their feelings, and more knowledge about their general self-talk 
style. Hence, they could be making certain assumptions about how dominant or affiliative their 
self-talk statement is based on this additional information. Observers on the other hand, do not 
have access to these details and are rating the self-talk statements based on what was provided by 
the participant in the study. However, observers were thoroughly trained and therefore may have 
been able to better distinguish what is considered a more dominant or affiliative self-talk style, 
hence, leading to the stronger correlations. Further work is needed to investigate more fully what 
is going on between the observer- versus participant-ratings.  
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 Next, let us reflect on the five-cluster solution used to assess pronoun usage for the 
purposes of this study. A possibly attractive alternative to the five-cluster solution might be a 
three-cluster solution, which would combine Clusters A and B into one larger first-person 
cluster, and Clusters C and D into one larger second-person cluster. This three-cluster solution 
also seemed to have strong statistical properties. In summary, although there was no support for 
more than five clusters, a solution with fewer than five clusters may be worth further 
investigation.  
Another final consideration for the current study is that because participants filled out 
self-talk statements for 14 days, they may have become familiar with the procedure of the study 
and altered their self-talk over the course of the two weeks. It is possible that monitoring 
behaviour may lead to ideas or actions for changing it. If so, this could have affected 
participants’ personal-pronoun usage or interpersonal style of their self-talk. One possible way to 
address this issue would be to compare the self-talk statements for the first seven days of the 
study to the statements of the last seven days of the study. This would allow the researcher to 
investigate any differences between the self-talk styles provided in the first versus second half of 
the study, and examine how these differences relate to both pronoun usage and the interpersonal 
style of self-talk.  
General Discussion 
What are the main accomplishments of this research? 
This research began with the proposition that self-talk is more than stray verbal snippets 
that float through the mind; instead, self-talk can be conceptualized as an interaction with the 
self, possessing important qualities that borrow from those of interpersonal interactions. In 
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particular, the present thesis examined two major components that capture interpersonal 
differences in how the self is addressed in self-talk. One component is the personal pronouns that 
individuals use to refer to themselves in their self-talk, the possibilities for which encompass a 
variety of types of first-person and second-person possibilities and their combination. The other 
component is the interpersonal stance toward the self conveyed in one’s self-talk, the 
possibilities for which can be represented by the interpersonal circumplex. 
Regarding personal pronouns, the present work contributes to the existing literature in a 
novel way because a comprehensive and generally applicable Self-Referent Pronoun Coding 
Scheme was created to assess pronoun usage. This scheme is important in at least two major 
ways. First, it provides an empirically grounded, comprehensive inventory of all the types of 
pronouns that people actually use in their self-talk. It identifies some reasonably common usages 
that may merit further attention, including use of first-person plural, use of imperatives, and the 
combined use of first and second person. It also shows that at least one possibility mentioned in 
the literature is almost never used by anyone, namely, third person. Second, the coding scheme 
provides a tool for other researchers for future studies examining pronoun usage in self-talk.  
This coding scheme proved to be readily applicable and reliable over two types of self-talk data, 
gathered in a structured interview and in a daily diary, suggesting that it should provide a 
consistent way to evaluate pronoun usage and the use of imperatives, regardless of the 
methodological differences in which the self-talk statements are collected. Regarding 
interpersonal qualities, the present work confirmed that the Interpersonal Circumplex can be 
used as a conceptual and theoretical framework to characterize and study individual differences 
in the interpersonal style of self-talk.  
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Together, these tools can be used to further investigate how pronoun usage and 
interpersonal qualities of self-talk relate to each other, and to other important variables that 
pertain to the possible causes and effects of self-talk. This can be applied to a variety of 
psychology domains that study self-talk such as sports, organizational, clinical, and social.  
The present research also contributes a more nuanced, multidimensional framework for 
considering the possible effects of different types of personal-pronoun usage. Past research has 
emphasized that second-person pronouns are beneficial because they tend to evoke a self-
distancing perspective, which may, for example, foster better management of negative thoughts 
(Kross et al., 2014; Kross & Ayduk, 2017). Our results are broadly consistent with this idea. 
However, the present research also shows that second person, and perhaps especially the use of 
imperatives, is strongly related to more dominant self-talk. By promoting better self-direction 
and self-organization, such dominance may also contribute to more adaptive outcomes. Future 
researchers should consider this alternative explanation and further investigate the benefits of 
imperatives and a dominant stance toward the self within self-talk.  
For future consideration, an alternative way to handle imperatives would be to score them 
in a way that is less exclusively yoked to second person. Thus, the use of imperatives could be 
rated as a separate property of self-talk, distinct from and crosscutting the personal-pronoun 
types. In the current study, there were also imperatives used in the mixed category, which did not 
fit readily into our analytic approach. Future researchers could further investigate the role of 
imperatives and how they should be coded and defined. 
Another contribution of the present research is its greater attention to self-talk regarding 
positive events, rather than focusing only on negative ones. Given that positive events have been 
less studied by self-talk researchers (Gruber et al., 2009; Kross & Ayduk, 2011; Kross et al., 
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2014), the current work contributes to the existing literature in a novel way. Some previous work 
has addressed the concept of savouring or reflecting on positive events to enhance the positive 
affect associated with them (Bryant, 1989; Gable, Reis, Impett, & Asher, 2004). With regard to 
self-talk, a self-immersed perspective using first-person pronouns, because it intensifies 
emotional experience, should be more adaptive in the face of positive events than the use of 
second-person pronouns (Verduyn et al., 2012). 
We found that indeed, in the face of a positive event, first-person language and a more 
dominant interpersonal self-talk style heightened subsequent positive affect, while a more 
affiliative self-talk style dampened negative affect. This result draws attention to the importance 
of not only considering pronoun usage within self-talk, but also accounting for both dimensions 
(dominance and affiliation) of the interpersonal style of self-talk.  
What questions remain to be answered for future research? 
Several of the categories of personal-pronoun usage found in the present studies merit 
further investigation regarding their possible importance and effects. These include first-person 
plural, use of imperatives, and mixed first and second person. To illustrate, there is some 
interesting work suggesting that first-person singular pronouns are related to elevated 
interpersonal distress, whereas first-person plural pronouns are associated with lowered 
interpersonal distress (Zimmermann, Wolf, Bock, Peham, & Benecke, 2013). It is possible that 
insights from this work may apply to self-talk.  
One possibly important limitation of the present two studies is that they investigate what 
might be called retrospective self-talk—that is, self-talk that occurs at some temporal distance 
from the events it is about. It is possible that self-talk that occurs at the time of an event has some 
different characteristics and effects. One possible way to collect self-talk at the time that events 
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are occurring would be to use event-contingent recording—in which participants are instructed 
that when a certain type of event occurs (as chosen by the researcher), they are to record their 
self-talk as soon as possible (Moskowitz & Sadikaj, 2012). As previously mentioned in the 
foregoing literature review, another possible method to collect self-talk at the time of the event it 
refers to would be to use a descriptive experience sampling approach (Hurlburt, 1993; 2011c; 
Hurlburt & Akhter, 2006). In this approach, participants are instructed to respond to the cue of a 
buzzer by writing down notes about any inner experience they have at that moment. However, 
some of these inner experiences may be too fragmentary or trivial to meet our minimal working 
definition of self-talk. In summary, future work could collect the self-talk closer to the time of 
the event and investigate its pronoun usage and interpersonal self-talk style and the effects these 
may have. 
A final consideration regarding this study is that our data-analytic approach was based on 
means computed across occasions for each participant, to focus on consistent individual 
differences across participants. However, this approach does not address variability across 
occasions within people because the means for each person are collapsed across occasion. To 
investigate phenomena at the level of occasions, the type of data gathered in Study 2 could also 
be analyzed using multilevel modeling. However, if this approach were to be taken, some issues 
would need to be considered carefully beforehand. One of these is that a majority of participants 
show virtually no variation across occasions in their pronoun usage. Perhaps the five-cluster 
solution found in Study 2 would be useful to determine for which participants investigation of 
variation at the level of occasions may be fruitful (e.g., Cluster E) and for which it would not 
(e.g., Cluster A). 
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Conclusion  
Overall, the present research offers a nuanced perspective to studying individual 
differences within self-talk. Using an empirically grounded, comprehensive pronoun coding 
scheme, created for the purposes of this study, we were able to identify all the types of pronouns 
that people actually use within their self-talk. Using the Interpersonal Circumplex as a 
framework, the current research successfully characterized a wide range of self-talk styles that 
varied in dominance and affiliation. Lastly, we also established a relationship between the 
different types of pronouns used within self-talk and the varying interpersonal self-talk styles. 
Together, this thesis has important implications because it highlights the value of considering 
both pronoun usage and interpersonal self-talk style when studying people’s inner dialogue. 
Further work should investigate these individual differences in self-talk and examine how they 
relate to other important variables that pertain to the possible causes and effects of self-talk.    




Self-Referent Pronoun Coding Categories with Examples from Dataset (Study 1) 
 
Self-Referent  





(I, my, etc.) 
The participant refers to themselves 
only in first-person singular.  




(We, etc.).   
The participant refers to themselves 
only in first-person plural.  
We should go to the gym, um we 
haven't gone in so long, summer is 
almost over, it's only for 1 hour and 
we can come back home right after. 
It's going to be a really quick and 
easy workout anyway. 
1c 
First-Person 
Singular + Plural 
(I & We) 
These statements include both first-
person singular pronouns (I, my, etc.) 
and first-person plural pronouns (we, 
our, etc.).   
Here we go again. I'll get a notebook 






The participant refers to themselves 
using only second-person pronouns to 
describe their thoughts. The second-
person pronoun is the subject. 
You have to go. You're almost done. 
It's only a few hours. You should just 




which the implied 
subject is “you” 
 
These statements include at least one 
imperative, such as a command or 
request in which the word “you” is the 
implied subject of the sentence.  
They're just kids, still learning and 
growing up. They don't mean 







Implied Subject is 
“You” 
These statements include both an 
imperative in which the implied subject 
is “you” and one or more explicit 
second-person pronouns. 
Get over it, it's not that big of a deal. 
Stop being so dramatic, you're fine. 
2d 
Name + Second 
Person Pronoun 
 
The participant uses both their own 
name to refer to themselves and at least 
one second-person pronoun. 
Lucas, you gotta be more responsible 
about when you go to bed man. It 
effects how you think um and causes 
weight gain which um makes going 
to the gym um worthless, especially 
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considering that's what you're 
waking up early for. Uh whatever 
you want to do uh when you wake up 
do whatever you want to do when 
you wake up earlier if you-since 





Implied Subject is 
“You” 
The participant uses both their own 
name to refer to themselves and at least 
one imperative, such as a command or 
request. 
Jessica, do the laundry right this 
instance.  
(This example is not from the dataset 
because there were no “2e” coded 
examples). 
2f 
Name + Second 
Person Pronoun + 
Imperative in 
Which the 
Implied Subject is 
“You” 
The participant uses their own name to 
refer to themselves, a second-person 
pronoun and at least one imperative, 
such as a command or request. 
Um Hanna even though things are 
hard right now it's alright you can get 
through it because you're strong and 
you're beautiful um no matter how 
things go just try your best because 
anything you do to your best will be 
awesome um you are a great person 
um so just do you. 
3 
Third Person  
(She, Hers, His) 
These self-talk statements involve the 
participant referring to themselves in 
the third person, but without any first- 
or second-person pronouns. 
She went to her lecture late today.  
(This example is not from the dataset 






(I + You) 
These self-talk statements involve both 
first-person and second-person 
pronouns. Specifically, the statement 
includes both of the following: (1) at 
least one use of first-person pronouns 
(e.g., “I” or “we”, etc.); and (2) at least 
one use of second-person pronouns 
(e.g., “you” or “your”). 
You have a lot of work to do. That 
was embarrassing. Am I even going 
to play in the next game? I don't want 
to touch a basketball. I don't deserve 






In these self-talk statements, there is no 
use of any person pronoun or 
imperative in which the implied subject 
is “you”. None of the previous 
categories (1 through 4) and sub-
categories apply.  
Alright, the client does not mean 
what they are saying. They are 
suffering from their own issues and 
projecting them at everyone to cope. 
 
 




Uses of First-Person Perspective in Habitual Self-Talk Statements: Overall Frequencies and 














Out of all self-talk statementsa 
     Frequency 













People consistently using this 
type of self-talk statementb 
    Frequency 


















a Total number of self-talk statements = 392. 
b Individuals who consistently used this type of self-talk statement across all three statements; N 
= 131. 
c Includes 12 people who used first person perspective involving more than one of the three 
categories. 
  




Uses of Second-Person Perspective in Habitual Self-Talk Statements: Overall Frequencies and 


















Out of all self-talk statementsa 
     Frequency 













People consistently using this 
type of self-talk statementb 
    Frequency 


















a Total number of self-talk statements = 392. 
b Individuals who consistently used this type of self-talk statement across all three statements; N 
= 131. 
c Includes 6 people who used second person perspective involving more than one of the three 
categories. 




Three Main Types of Habitual Self-Talk: Overall Frequencies and Consistent Use by Individuals 
(Study 1) 
 




First and Second 
Person  
Used Together 
Out of all self-talk statementsa 
     Frequency 










People consistently using this type of 
self-talk statementb 
    Frequency 














a Total number of self-talk statements = 392. 









Pronoun Use in the Four Self-Talk Statements: Overall Frequencies and Proportions (Study 1) 
 












     Frequency 














    Frequency 













Self-talk 3 (General)a 
    Frequency 














    Frequency 














a Individuals were asked to provide an example of how they talked to themselves about this 








Correlations of Habitual Use of First Person and Second Person with Dominance and 
Friendliness (Study 1) 
 
 Dominance1  Friendliness1  
First Person Only -.40** -.18* 
Second Person Only .31** .14 
First and Second Person Used Together .23** .05 
 
1 averaged across the three habitual statements for each person 
N = 131 
* p < .05 









Correlations of Two Kinds of Second-Person Perspective with Dominance and Friendliness 
(Study 1)   
 
 Dominance  Friendliness  
With Imperative (in which there is an implied subject “you”) .30** .12 
Without Imperative  .12 .07 
 
1 averaged across the three habitual statements for each person 
N = 131 









Comparisons of Means for Ideal versus Habitual Self-Talk for Two Kinds of Second-Person 

















p < .001 






p < 0.05 
 
Note: The bootstrap test (based on 10,000 samples) does not generate a test statistic; the p-value 
is estimated directly. 
  




Correlations among Different Self-Talk Perspectives in Habitual Self-Talk (Study 1) 
 
 Second Person 
With Imperative 
(in which the 










First Person Only  -.62** -.38** -.53** 
Second Person With 







Second Person Without 
Imperative  
          
-.20* 
 
* p < .05 
** p < .001 
 
 
   
 
  





































Correlations of Desire to Change Self-Talk with Dominance, Friendliness, and Personal 
Pronoun Use (Study 1) 
 
Variables Averaged Across  
Each Person’s Habitual Statements 





    -.34** 
Friendliness     -.60** 
 
First Person Only 
 
 .15 
Second Person Only -.09 




* p < .05 
** p < .001 
 
 




Uses of Third-Person Perspective and No Person Perspective Used in Self-Talk Statements: 






No Person  
Identified  
In response to a negative eventa 
     Frequency 







In response to a positive eventb 
    Frequency 








a Total number of self-talk statements for negative events = 3193. 










Uses of First-Person Perspective in Self-Talk Statements: Overall Frequencies for Negative and 














In response to a negative eventa 
     Frequency 













In response to a positive eventb 
    Frequency 














a Total number of self-talk statements for negative events = 3193. 








Uses of Second-Person Perspective in Self-Talk Statements: Overall Frequencies for Negative 


















In response to a negative eventa 
     Frequency 













In response to a positive eventb 
    Frequency 














a Total number of self-talk statements for negative events = 3193. 








Three Main Types of Self-Talk: Overall Frequencies for Negative and Positive Events (Study 2) 
 




First and Second 
Person  
Used Together 
In response to a negative eventa 
     Frequency 










In response to a positive eventb 
    Frequency 











a Total number of self-talk statements for negative events = 3193. 
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Table 16  
 
Uses of Mixed First- and Second-Person Perspective With and Without Imperatives in Self-Talk 
Statements: Overall Frequencies for Negative and Positive Events (Study 2)  
 








In response to a negative eventa 
     Frequency 







In response to a positive eventb 
    Frequency 








a Total number of self-talk statements for negative events = 3193. 
b Total number of self-talk statements for positive events = 3213. 
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Table 17 
Use of Five Kinds of Personal Pronouns: Descriptive Statistics and Comparisons of Means for 
Negative and Positive Events (Study 2)  
 
   Negative Events       Positive Events       Mean        Bootstrap 
 
  M  SD Skew  M SD Skew Difference  p-value 
First-Person Singular .49 .38 -0.15 .46 .35 -0.14 .03 .015 
First-Person Plural .08 .14 3.24 .11 .14 2.03 -.03 < .001 
Second-Person Only .13 .21 1.56 .13 .22 1.80 .00 .805 
Second-Person Imperative .12 .20 1.76 .11 .19 2.02 .02 .044 
1st & 2nd Used Together .15 .20 1.88 .16 .21 1.95 -.01 .542 
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Table 18 
Correlations of the Use of Five Kinds of Personal Pronouns in Self-Talk about Negative and 












* p < .01   
** p < .001 

















1st & 2nd 
Used 
Together 
First-Person Singular –     
First-Person Plural .02 –    
Second-Person Only -.67** -.29** –   
Second-Person Imperative -.69** -.31** .42** –  
















1st & 2nd 
Used 
Together 
First-Person Singular –  
   
First-Person Plural .13 –    
Second-Person Only -.63** -.36** –   
Second-Person Imperative -.64** -.36** .36** –  
1st & 2nd Used Together -.50** -.18** -.07 .04 – 
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Table 19   



















1st & 2nd 
Used 
Together 
First-Person Singular .91** .20* -.63** -.60** -.45** 
First-Person Plural .06 .69** -.27** -.27** -.02 
Second-Person Only -.62** -.35** .80** .40** .07 
Second-Person Imperative -.67** -.37** .49** .79** .13 
1st & 2nd Used Together -.48** -.13 .06 .12 .71** 
 
* p < .01  
** p < .001 
Note: p-values estimated by the bootstrap. 
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Table 20 
Dominance, Affiliation, Event Intensity, and Affect Ratings: Descriptive Statistics and 
Comparisons of Means for Negative and Positive Events (Study 2) 
 
     Negative Events Positive Events Mean        Bootstrap 
 
M SD Skew M SD Skew Difference p-value 
Dominance         
Self-Rated -0.11 1.77 0.29 1.83 1.40 0.03 -1.94 < .001 
Observer-Rated  -0.52 1.52 0.40 0.66 0.95 -0.09 -1.18 < .001 
Affiliation          
Self-Rated -0.76 2.11 0.76 3.26 1.53 0.12 -4.02 < .001 
Observer-Rated -0.39 1.55 0.14 2.72 0.73 -0.76 -3.11 < .001 
Intensity of Event 3.02 0.67 0.15 2.78 0.78 0.01 0.24 < .001 
Negative Affect 2.02 0.60 0.60 1.26 0.36 2.29 0.75 < .001 
Positive Affect 1.85 0.64 1.14 2.37 0.72 0.79 -0.52 < .001 
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Table 21 
Correlations of Personal-Pronoun Usage with Self-Reported and Observer-Rated Dominance 
and Affiliation (Study 2) 
 
* p < .01   
** p < .001 
Note: p-values estimated by the bootstrap. 
 
Negative Events  
 
              Dominance  Affiliation 
 
Self Report Observer  Self Report Observer  
First-Person Singular -.42** -.64** -.36** -.27** 
First-Person Plural -.06 -.30** -.13 .15 
Second-Person Only .27* .53** .24* .22 
Second-Person Imperative .38** .71** .40** .37** 
1st & 2nd Used Together .19* .19* .08 .02 
 
2nd vs 1st Person Index .41** .74** .39** .33** 
     
Positive Events 
 
              Dominance  Affiliation 
 
Self Report Observer  Self Report Observer  
First-Person Singular -.15 -.61** -.11 -.29** 
First-Person Plural -.13 -.31** .04 .07 
Second-Person Only .10 .43** .10 .08 
Second-Person Imperative .20* .63** .02 .09 
1st & 2nd Used Together .06 .25** .07 .32** 
 
2nd vs 1st Person Index .19* .67** .08 .18* 
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Table 22 
Correlations of Personal-Pronoun Usage with Average Self-Criticism, Self-Reassurance, and 
Post-Self-Talk Affect (Study 2) 
 
* p < .01   
** p < .001 
Note: p-values estimated by the bootstrap. 
 
 











First-Person Singular .16 -.15 .28** -.07 
First-Person Plural -.02 -.03 .05 -.03 
Second-Person Only -.05 -.02 -.18* .05 
Second-Person Imperative -.23* .17 -.24** .14 
1st & 2nd Used Together .02 .15 
 
-.12 -.05 
2nd vs 1st Person Index -.14 .10 -.28** .09 
     
 











First-Person Singular .24* -.18 .20* .05 
First-Person Plural .01 -.06 -.01 .00 
Second-Person Only -.10 .08 -.14* -.03 
Second-Person Imperative -.19 .10 -.13 -.01 
1st & 2nd Used Together -.12 .18 
 
-.06 -.03 
2nd vs 1st Person Index -.18* .12 -.17* -.04 
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Table 23 
Profiles of Personal-Pronoun Usage for Five Clustersa (Study 2) 
 
Cluster A Cluster B Cluster C Cluster D Cluster E 
Number in Cluster  102 35 43 20 22 
Proportion of Entire Sampleb  (46%) (16%) (19%) (9%) (10%) 
Personal Pronoun Type                                     Percentages of Use Within Cluster 
First-Person Singular 81% 46% 9% 3% 9% 
First-Person Plural 9% 26% 1% 2% 6% 
Second-Person Only 1% 3% 49% 18% 11% 
Second-Person Imperative 1% 4% 25% 54% 11% 
1st & 2nd Used Together  5% 19% 12% 20% 62% 
 
Note: Percentages collapsed across negative and positive events. 
a Cluster description: 
People in Cluster A almost always use first-person singular.  
People in Cluster B are the most frequent users of first-person plural, but also use first-person 
singular and first and second together. 
People in Cluster C usually use second person, but often without an imperative. 
People in Cluster D usually use second person, and usually with an imperative. 
People in Cluster E most often use first and second together. 
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Table 24 
Dominance and Affiliation of Self-Talk for Five Personal-Pronoun Clusters1 (Study 2) 
 
* p < .01 
** p < .001   
Note: For variables yielding a significant F, all pairs of means not having the same superscript 
are significantly different, p < .01. 
1 Cluster description: 
People in Cluster A almost always use first-person singular.  
People in Cluster B are the most frequent users of first-person plural, but also use first-person 
singular and first and second together. 
People in Cluster C usually use second person, but often without an imperative. 
People in Cluster D usually use second person, and usually with an imperative. 
People in Cluster E most often use first and second together. 
















For Negative Events 
Dominance   
      






















Affiliation         






















For Positive Events  
Dominance   
      






















Affiliation        
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Table 25  
Self-Criticism, Self-Reassurance, and Post-Self-Talk Affect for Five Personal-Pronoun Clusters1 
(Study 2) 






































For Negative Events 
      






















For Positive Events        























* p < .01   
Note: For variables yielding a significant F, all pairs of means not having the same superscript 
are significantly different, p < .01. 
1 Cluster description: 
People in Cluster A almost always use first-person singular.  
People in Cluster B are the most frequent users of first-person plural, but also use first-person 
singular and first and second together. 
People in Cluster C usually use second person, but often without an imperative. 
People in Cluster D usually use second person, and usually with an imperative. 
People in Cluster E most often use first and second together. 
2 11 participants did not complete the self-criticism and self-reassurance measure (FSCRS) 
therefore, N = 211. 
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Figure 1. The interpersonal circumplex. Dimensions are labelled in the image to the left. The 8 octants are 
labelled in the image to the right. 
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First- and Second-Person Used Together First- and Second-Person Used Together 
Figure 3. 
Histograms of Proportions of First-Person Singular Alone and First- and Second-Person Together for Negative and Positive Events 
         
 





   
   
 









Negative Events Positive Events  
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Figure 4. Path Diagram for Structural Equation Model
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1   
* 
 
* p < 0.01 
Note: Standardized estimates are shown. The error correlations  
are all significant at the p < .01 level. 
 
 Bisol 114 
 


















* p < 0.01 
Note: Standardized estimates are shown. The error correlations  
are all significant at the p < .01 level. 
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Note: The diagonal line indicates the range of numbers of clusters over which the size of the 
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Figure 8. Plot of Five Clusters across Ten Self-Talk Variables 
 
 
Note: Blue is Cluster A (people consistently using first-person singular); Yellow is Cluster B 
(people tending to use both first-person plural and singular); Gray is Cluster C (people 
consistently using second-person only, that is, without imperatives); Orange is Cluster D (people 
using second-person pronouns with imperatives); Red is Cluster E (people tending to use the 
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Appendix A 
Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale (STIPOS; Hall, 2018) 
 
Example 1: Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe the way you talked to 
yourself, (Check one box on each line.) 
 
 Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
Assertive, Leading, Decisive, 
Authoritative, Strong-willed   
     
Forceful, Insistent, Bold,  
Commanding, Bossy   
     
Harsh, Scolding, Fault-Finding, 
Disrespectful, Hostile    
     
Helpless, Insecure, Unassured, 
Unconfident, Disappointed   
     
Hesitant, Passive, Timid,  
Wavering, Meek 
     
Nonjudgmental, Lenient, Tolerant, 
Undemanding, Apologetic 
     
Accepting, Friendly, Supportive, 
Approving, Loving   
     
Ambitious, Confident, Energizing, 
Determined, Motivating   
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Appendix B 
Structured Interview Script 
Introduction to Study 
 
In this study we are collecting information about the different ways in which people react to and 
cope with problems in everyday life, such as by talking to themselves about the problem. 
 
This is a structured interview, sometimes I’m going to be writing down things you’re telling me, 
so you may need to give me a bit of time to do that, and other times I’ll be having you write 
responses and make ratings on sheets of paper I’ll give you.  
 
I’m going to audio-record the interview, so that later I can go back and transcribe what you tell 
me as accurately as possible.  All your answers will be confidential, by which I mean that none 
of them will be associated with your name.  Okay?  If at any time you’d like to ask a question off 
the record, let me know and I’ll stop the audio recording.  Any questions before we begin? 
 
Here is a consent form.  Please read through it and sign, indicating that you understand the 
information in it.  
 
[Have them read the consent form and sign it and return it] 
 
Okay I’m going to begin recording now.  
 
Specify Problem on which to Focus 
 
To start, I would like you to come up with a problem area in your life, something you have 
difficulty with repeatedly, at least weekly, and tend to reflect on. 
 
[If the participant is having trouble coming up with problems, you can mention the following: 
“Some of the kinds of areas students often have difficulties in are Academics, Health issues, 
Personal goals, Relationship issues (anything with family, friends, romantically-related), Work-
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1. What is such a problem for you that occurs weekly? [Write all three of these down briefly.  If 
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Alright. From the 3 problems you just mentioned [summarize the 3 problems], I’d like you to 
choose one of these problems to focus on. It would be best if it is something that is reasonably 
important, but that you will be comfortable telling me a bit more about in the rest of this 
interview.   
 





5. Okay, thanks.  On this form [give Form A to them], please write a brief summary of the 
problem and make the indicated ratings, and hand it back to me when you’re finished. [Remove 
Form A and place face down] 
 
6. Okay – so now we will be focusing on ______________________ as a problem area for you. 
 
Characterize Self-Talk with Regard to Problem 
 
7. Now I would like you to recall how you reflect to yourself in your mind when this problem 
comes up.   
 
 
Think back to a particular time the problem occurred.  Briefly describe what the situation was—
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8. Now please write down your self-talk, just as you would say it to yourself, after reflecting on 
this specific instance of the problem. Be as clear and specific as you can. [Hand them Form B].  
 
 
9. Thank you. Now, as much as possible, I’d like you to say it out loud, just like it would occur 










10. Now please think of another time when you [say problem here] occurred.  What was the 










11. Now please write down your self-talk, just as you would say it to yourself, after reflecting on 
this specific instance of the problem. Be as clear and specific as you can. [Hand them Form C].  
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13. Great, you’ve given me two specific instances of the problem. Now I want you to reflect on 
the problem more generally. Please write down your self-talk as you would say it, after reflecting 
on the problem more generally, right now. Be as clear and specific as you can.  [Hand them 
Form D].  
 










15. Okay, you’ve given me 3 good examples of the kinds of self-talk you have about the 
problem. Now I would like you to think about the first example, here it is, read it and rate it. 
Here are the characteristics to rate; just circle whatever is appropriate for each one. [Hand them 
Form B and E together].  
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Thank you. Now I would like you to think about the second example, here it is, read it and rate it. 
Here are the characteristics to rate; just circle whatever is appropriate for each one. [Hand them 
Form C and F together].  
 
Thank you. Now I would like you to think about the third example, here it is, read it and rate it. 
Here are the characteristics to rate; just circle whatever is appropriate for each one. [Hand them 
Form D and G together].   
 
Assess wish to Change Self-Talk with Regard to Problem 
 
16. Now I want you to think about your self-talk with regard to [insert problem here]. Here are 
two questions for you.  
[Hand them Form H]. 
 
Ask about Strategies for Change in Self-Talk 
 
17. Thank you. Now I’d like for you to think of a time when you may have attempted to change 








18. How often do you try to change you self-talk in ways like this? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
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19. Are there other things you’ve tried to change your self-talk about [insert problem]?  If so, 
















21. More generally, not just with regard to this particular problem, have you ever done things to 

























24. [If Yes] Are there other things you’ve tried, again with regard to any problems?  If so, 









I’m going to tell you some things that people sometimes try in order to change their way of 
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25. To try to change your self-talk, have you ever come up with strategies to counter unwanted 
thoughts? [If no mark Never. If yes, ask for frequency.] 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
26. To try to change your self-talk, have you ever written a note to yourself to refer to in the 
future—e.g., on paper or sticky notes? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 
 
27. To try to change your self-talk, have you ever sent yourself an email? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 
 
28. To try to change your self-talk, have you ever made yourself a video message (e.g., on a 
smart phone) to refer to in the future? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 
Preferred Self-Talk Style 
29. Fine. Now, mainly with regard to the specific problem we focussed on, I would like for you 
to consider what your ideal manner of talking to yourself would be, if you could change it to 
whatever you wanted. 
Please indicate how you’d like your ideal self-talk to be, with regard to each set of 
characteristics; just circle whatever is appropriate for each one. 
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[Hand them Form I]  
 
30. Take a few moments now and consider how you would ideally like your self-talk to sound, 
with regard to this problem. Please talk out loud for me to show what this ideal self-talk would 










[Take back Form I] 
 
Characterize Imagery with Regard to the Problem  
 
31. Now I would like you to consider another aspect to how you may reflect to yourself in your 
mind when this problem comes up. In particular, I would like to find out what imagery you may 
have at these times.  For example, there may be pictures, sequences like a video, or sounds that 
come to mind at these times. 
 
On this sheet, please describe any imagery you may tend to have when the problem comes up. 
Be as specific as you can.   
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Assess Wish to Change Imagery with Regard to Problem 
 
32. Ok thank you.  Here are two questions for you regarding your imagery with regard to this 
problem. 
 
[Give them Form K] 
 
Ask about Strategies for Change in Imagery 
 
33. Okay, Please think back carefully -- Have you ever tried to do anything to change your 
imagery about this problem?  [If no mark Never. If yes, ask for frequency.] 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 
 
34. [If Yes] Please take a few moments now to describe for me what you did to try to change 
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37. More generally, not just with regard to this particular problem, have you ever done things to 
try to change your imagery – about any other problems, too? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 





















40. You might also have ideas about what your ideal imagery would be like with regard to 
[insert problem here]. Please describe for me what your imagery about the problem would 








Willingness to Participate in a Future Study to Change Self-Talk 
 
41. Our lab is planning a future study to help people shift their self-talk in preferred directions.  
How interested would you be in participating in such a study? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very  Extremely 
 
42. I’m going to stop recording now.  Do you have any questions? 
 
Thank you so much for coming in today. How did you find this exercise, reflecting on your self-
talk and telling me about it? 
 
There’s a lot of interest amongst psychologists about how people’s self-talk affects their 
behaviour, but there’s little known about what people’s self-talk is actually like. So we’re 
collecting information about that, and we’re interested in things like does your self-talk tend to 
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be friendly, or hostile towards the self, and whether it’smore active versus passive. This gives 
you more information about that [hand them debriefing form], feel free to give it a read, and if 
you have any other questions you can contact myself, or Dr. Sadler. Our contact information is 



























How important is it for you?   
 
0 1 2 3 4 
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How distressing is the problem for you?  
 
0 1 2 3 4 












How often does this problem tend to occur for you? (Check one.) 
 
o More than once a day 
o About once a day 
o Less than once a week 
o About once a week 
o More than once a week 
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Form B 
Please write down your self-talk as you would say it to yourself after reflecting on this specific 
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Form C 
Please write down your self-talk as you would say it to yourself after reflecting on this specific 
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Form D 
Please write down your self-talk as you would say it after reflecting on the problem more 
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Form E/F/G 
[Form E directions] Example 1: Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe 
the way you talked to yourself, (Check one box on each line.) 
[Form F directions] Example 2: Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe 
the way you talked to yourself, (Check one box on each line.) 
[Form G directions] Example 3: Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe 
the way you talked to yourself, (Check one box on each line.) 
 
 Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
Assertive, Leading, Decisive, 
Authoritative, Strong-willed   
     
Forceful, Insistent, Bold,  
Commanding, Bossy   
     
Harsh, Scolding, Fault-Finding, 
Disrespectful, Hostile    
     
Helpless, Insecure, Unassured, 
Unconfident, Disappointed   
     
Hesitant, Passive, Timid,  
Wavering, Meek 
     
Nonjudgmental, Lenient, Tolerant, 
Undemanding, Apologetic 
     
Accepting, Friendly, Supportive, 
Approving, Loving   
     
Ambitious, Confident, Energizing, 
Determined, Motivating   
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Form H 
Looking back, have you previously thought to yourself that you’d like to change these ways of 
talking to yourself about the problem? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 
 
Thinking about it now, to what extent do you wish you could change this way of talking to 
yourself about the problem? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
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Form I 
Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe how your self-talk would be 
ideally if you could change it to whatever you preferred. (Check one box on each line.) 
 
 Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
Assertive, Leading, Decisive, 
Authoritative, Strong-willed   
     
Forceful, Insistent, Bold,  
Commanding, Bossy   
     
Harsh, Scolding, Fault-Finding, 
Disrespectful, Hostile    
     
Helpless, Insecure, Unassured, 
Unconfident, Disappointed   
     
Hesitant, Passive, Timid,  
Wavering, Meek 
     
Nonjudgmental, Lenient, Tolerant, 
Undemanding, Apologetic 
     
Accepting, Friendly, Supportive, 
Approving, Loving   
     
Ambitious, Confident, Energizing, 
Determined, Motivating   
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Form J 












How vivid is it for you?   
 
0 1 2 3 4 












How concrete is it for you?  
 
0 1 2 3 4 
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How controllable is it for you?  
 
0 1 2 3 4 











How does the imagery make you feel?  














How does the imagery affect your coping with the problem?  
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Form K 
Looking back, have you previously thought to yourself that you’d like to change this imagery 
you have about the problem? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very often 
 
 
Thinking about it now, to what extent do you wish you could change this imagery about the 
problem? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 
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Appendix D 
Coding Scheme for Self-Referent Pronouns in Self-Talk Statements 
1. First Person  
 
1a. (I, etc.).  In the self-talk statement, the participant refers to themselves only in first person 
singular. First person pronouns include, “I”, “my”, “mine” or “me".  
Ex 1:  I don't want to fail theory anymore. I never failed an exam. Even though I don't know 
anything doesn't mean that I have an excuse to fail. 
Ex 2: Did I study enough? Did I study the right stuff? Is this going to have a big effect on my 
mark or anything? What if they threw a curveball? 
Ex 3: I wish I could slow down time, this is way too much for me. I need to do better, other 
people manage it just fine. 
 
1b. (We, etc.).  In the self-talk statement, the participant refers to themselves only in first person 
plural. First person plural pronouns include, “we”, “our”, “ours” or “us”. 
Ex 1. We're two independent people. She's so rude. She needs to understand that her words 
and actions have repercussions. 
Ex 2.  To get this group project done, need to be able to pull an all-nighter and study. We can 
do this.  
Ex 3.  Oh man, why are the two of us doing this again? Why is it like the same thing every 
single night? 
 
1c. (I & We). These statements include both first person singular pronouns (I, my, etc.) and first 
person plural pronouns (we, our, etc.).   
Ex 1. Here we go again. I'll get a notebook next time and start writing these things down. 
Ex 2. I should probably ask where they're going or if they have any other classes today. 
Maybe if they're free we can hangout somewhere on campus and study together or 
maybe grab a coffee. If they say they're busy I hope it's not because I'm not interesting 
to them. 
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2. Second Person 
 
2a. (You).  In the self-talk statement, the participant refers to themselves only in second person, 
using “you” or “yours” as the pronouns to describe their thoughts. 
Ex 1. You can do it. You can handle it. It's okay that you didn't do it in the past. 
Ex 2. You know what you're doing. 
Ex 3. You've come this far. You're moving closer to your goals. 
 
2b. Imperative in which the implied subject is “you”: An imperative sentence, such as 
commands or requests, has the form that the subject, the doer of the action, is implied rather than 
stated. “You” is the implied doer in such statements. If there is at least one imperative with the 
implied “You”, but no use of explicit second-person pronouns, the code is 2b. 
Ex 1. Get to work. 
Ex 2. Please tell him the truth. 
Ex 3. Be loving. 
 
2c. (You + Imperative in which the implied subject is “you”). In the self-talk statements, if 
the imperative in which the implied subject is “you” (described in 2b) is also accompanied by 
one or more explicit second-person pronouns, the code is 2c. [Note: The second-person pronouns 
in these cases may be either the object (Ex 1-3) or the subject (Ex. 4).] 
 
Ex 1. Get to work on your assignment. 
Ex 2. Please tell him what you really think. 
Ex 3. Be loving to yourself. 
Ex 4. You can do it, don’t give up. 
 
2d. (Name with “You”).  The participant both uses their own name to refer to themselves, and 
also refers to themselves in second person using “you” or “yours”; but there are no 
imperatives in which the implied subject is “you”. (Note: This is 2a plus use of the person’s 
own name.) 
Ex 1. Okay Antonia, you have to get up now, or you won’t make it to class on time. You 
need to get up.   
Ex 2. Michael you need to go to the grocery store and make sure that you get enough food for 
the week. 
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Ex 3. Lynn you need to study more so that you can do better and get into graduate school. 
 
2e. (Name with Imperative in which the implied subject is “you”). The participant both uses 
their own name to refer to themselves, and also at least one imperative in which the implied 
subject is “you”; but the words “you” or “yours” are absent. (Note: This is 2b plus use of the 
person’s own name.) 
Ex 1. Hillary, stop talking to her. She is not a good friend.  
Ex 2. Rakeem, stop being lazy. Get up and study for at least one hour before the next class. 
Ex 3. Julie, that car is following too closely behind. Stay far away from that car and move 
over to the next lane.  
 
2f. (Name with “You” & Imperative in which the implied subject is “you”). In their self-talk 
statement the person includes all three of the following: (1) use of their own name to address 
themselves; (2) use of the words “you” or “yours”; and (3) at least one imperative in which 
the implied subject is “you”. (Note: This is 2c plus use of the person’s own name.)   
Ex 1. Okay Gurleen. Get up. How about two more minutes? There's another alarm set for ten 
minutes anyway, you'll get up.  
Ex 2. Janet, you need to begin writing your dissertation or else you will never be able to have 
it finished on time. Set a schedule and begin writing tomorrow. 
Ex 3. Holly go the gym tonight, you haven’t been in over a week. Start prioritizing health 
because that is how to succeed in life. 
 
3. Third Person  
 
These self-talk statements involve the participant referring to themselves in the third person. 
They may use their own name, but without any first or second person pronouns, They 
may also use any of the following third person pronouns: “he”, “she”, “him”, “her”, “their”, 
and “theirs”.  
Ex 1. Katie will go to the store, buy food, come home and study. Then Katie will focus, and 
she will do well on her exam. 
Ex 2. Joe failed his exam, but that’s okay because he will study and do better on the next one.  
Ex 3. Tim loves to pet dogs, which is why he goes to the park everyday to see if strangers 
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4. Mixed first and second person  
 
These self-talk statements involve both first person and second person pronouns. 
Specifically, the statement includes both of the following: (1) at least one use of first person 
pronouns (e.g., “I” or “we”, etc.); and (2) at least one use of second person pronouns or an 
imperative in which the implied subject is “you” (can include use of own name). [Note: 
this is a combination of one or more instances of category 1 (a, b, c) and one or more 
instances of category 2 (a, b, c, d, e, f).] 
Ex 1: Excellent job! You did great and I know that your efforts paid off, keep up the good 
work.   
Ex 2: I understand that you feel down but get up and begin your workout! 
Ex 3: If I cook my meals now for the week, then you won’t worry about cooking them 
later. 
 
5. No person identified  
 
In these self-talk statements there is no use of any person pronoun or of any imperative in 
which the implied subject is “you”. None of the previous categories (1 through 4) and sub-
categories apply. (Note: The following examples are similar to 2b but they do not include an 
imperative in which the implied subject is “you”.)  
Ex 1. Things will be better tomorrow; mom and dad are just having a bad day. This fight is 
only temporary, and mom and dad love each other too much to get a divorce. 
Ex 2. Fixing the basement will ensure that the house gets sold. 
Ex 3. There are other workers there to help them. They are in a safe place and will get better 
because of it. 
General notes:  
❖ If there are pronouns such as “they”, “she/he”, “you” etc. that are being used only to 
describe another person, then these are not self-referent pronouns. View the self-talk 
statement as a whole and decide what category it should go into.  
❖ If you are unsure of your categorization for some reason, indicate why in the 
Comments/Notes section beside it.  
❖ There will be some cases in which the participant may refer to themselves in terms of 
slang, (e.g., you got this “girl”, way to go “man”). Disregard the slang term and code as 
if it was not there.  
❖ Everything in the self-talk statement should normally be considered self-talk. If the coder 
thinks a phrase is not self-talk, they need to make a note about what their rationale was. 
(Keep in mind that in their self-talk people could be referring to how they thought or felt 
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at an earlier time. If you are unsure and cannot make a clear distinction, then just assume 
that it is self-talk.)  
❖ Phrases like “you know” and “I guess” may be better to exclude if the participant is 
responding aloud, but they are better included as self-talk if the participant is responding 
in writing. 
 
 Bisol 148 
 
Appendix E 
International Positive and Negative Affect Schedules short form 
4. Consider your reflections above and how they make you feel. Rate the extent to which the 
following emotions describe the way you feel in response to these reflections: 
 Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
4a. Upset o o o o o 
4b. Hostile o o o o o 
4c. Alert o o o o o 
4d. Ashamed  o o o o o 
4e. Inspired o o o o o 
4f. Nervous o o o o o 
4g. Determined o o o o o 
4h. Attentive o o o o o 
4i. Afraid o o o o o 
4j. Active o o o o o 
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Appendix F 
Forms of Self-Criticizing and Self-Reassuring Scale (FSCRS; Gilbert et al., 2004) 
 
When things go wrong in our lives or don’t work out as we hoped, and we feel we could have 
done better, we sometimes have negative and self-critical thoughts and feelings. These may take 
the form of feeling worthless, useless or inferior etc. However, people can also try to be 
supportive of themselves. Below are a series of thoughts and feelings that people sometimes 
have. Read each statement carefully and circle the number that best describes how much each 
statement is true for you. 
 
Not at all like me     A little bit like     Moderately like     Quite a bit like     Extremely like 
            0    me   1        me   2                    me   3                     me   4               
 
When things go wrong for me: 
 
1. _____ I am easily disappointed with myself.  
2. _____ There is a part of me that puts me down.  
3. _____ I am able to remind myself of positive things about myself.  
4. _____ I find it difficult to control my anger and frustration at myself.  
5. _____ I find it easy to forgive myself.  
6. _____ There is a part of me that feels I am not good enough.  
7. _____ I feel beaten down by my own self-critical thoughts.  
8. _____ I still like being me.  
9. _____ I have become so angry with myself that I want to hurt or injure myself.  
10. _____ I have a sense of disgust with myself.  
11. _____ I can still feel lovable and acceptable.  
12. _____ I stop caring about myself.  
13. _____ I find it easy to like myself.  
14. _____ I remember and dwell on my failings.  
15. _____I call myself names.  
16. _____ I am gentle and supportive with myself.  
17. _____ I can’t accept failures and setbacks without feeling inadequate.  
18. _____ I think I deserve my self-criticism.  
19. _____ I am able to care and look after myself.  
20. _____ There is a part of me that wants to get rid of the bits I don’t like.  
21. _____ I encourage myself for the future.  
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Appendix G 
Daily Self-Talk Survey 
Towards the end of the day, most people spend some time talking to themselves to reflect on 
some of the day’s events and the importance or meaning of those events. We would like you to 
do this in written form. As best you can, write in the way you would naturally talk to yourself, 
without trying to change or “improve” it. 
 












1c. Take a moment now to reflect further on this event by talking to yourself about it. 


















2c. Take a moment now to reflect further on this event by talking to yourself about it. 
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Look over your description for the negative event from your day: 
[Text entered for description of negative event] 
At the time, this event made you feel: 
[Text entered for feelings caused by negative event] 
3. At the time, how intense was this experience for you emotionally? 
o Not at all Emotional 
o Slightly Emotional 
o Moderately Emotional 
o Very Emotional 
o Extremely Emotional 
Look over your current reflections for the negative event from your day: 
[Text entered for self-talk reflections for negative event] 
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Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale for participants (STIPOS) 
3. Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe the way you addressed yourself above: 
 Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 
3a. Assertive, Leading, Decisive, 
Authoritative, Strong-Willed 
o o o o o 
3b. Forceful, Insistent, Bold, 
Commanding, Bossy 
o o o o o 
3c. Hostile, Scolding, Harsh, Fault- 
Finding, Disrespectful 
o o o o o 
3d. Helpless, Insecure, Unassured, 
Unconfident, Disappointed 
o o o o o 
3e. Meek, Passive, Timid, Hesitant, 
Wavering 
o o o o o 
3f. Apologetic, Nonjudgmental, 
Lenient, Tolerant, 
Undemanding 
o o o o o 
3g. Accepting, Friendly, 
Supportive, Approving, 
Loving 
o o o o o 
3h. Ambitious, Confident, 
Energizing, Determined, 
Motivating 
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Appendix H 
Self-Talk Interpersonal Octant Scale for Observers 
Rate the extent to which the following characteristics describe the way the person addressed 
themselves (talked to themselves), shown in column D.  Read the event (shown in column B) to 
provide some context to understand the self-talk, but mainly focus on the self-talk shown in 
















PA. Assertive, Leading, Decisive, 
Authoritative, Strong-willed   
0 1 2 3 4 
BC. Forceful, Insistent, Bold, 
Commanding, Bossy   
0 1 2 3 4 
DE. Hostile, Scolding, Harsh, Fault-
Finding, Disrespectful   
0 1 2 3 4 
FG. Helpless, Insecure, Unassured, 
Unconfident, Disappointed   
0 1 2 3 4 
HI. Meek, Passive, Timid, Hesitant, 
Wavering  
0 1 2 3 4 
JK. Apologetic, Nonjudgmental, 
Lenient, Tolerant, Undemanding   
0 1 2 3 4 
LM. Accepting, Friendly, Supportive, 
Approving, Loving   
0 1 2 3 4 
NO. Ambitious, Confident, 
Energizing, Determined, 
Motivating   
0 1 2 3 4 
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Appendix I 
Revised Coding Scheme for Self-Referent Pronouns in Self-Talk Statements 
 
1. First Person  
 
1a. (I, etc.).  In the self-talk statement, the participant refers to themselves only in first person 
singular. First person pronouns include, “I”, “my”, “mine” or “me".  
Ex 1:  I don't want to fail theory anymore. I never failed an exam. Even though I don't know 
anything doesn't mean that I have an excuse to fail. 
Ex 2: Did I study enough? Did I study the right stuff? Is this going to have a big effect on my 
mark or anything? What if they threw a curveball? 
Ex 3: I wish I could slow down time, this is way too much for me. I need to do better, other 
people manage it just fine. 
 
1b. (We, etc.).  In the self-talk statement, the participant refers to themselves only in first person 
plural. First person plural pronouns include, “we”, “our”, “ours” or “us”.  
Ex 1. We're two independent people. She's so rude. She needs to understand that her words 
and actions have repercussions. 
Ex 2.  To get this group project done, need to be able to pull an all-nighter and study. We can 
do this.  
Ex 3.  Oh man, why are the two of us doing this again? Why is it like the same thing every 
single night? 
 
1c. (I & We). These statements include both first person singular pronouns (I, my, etc.) and first 
person plural pronouns (we, our, etc.).   
Ex 1. Here we go again. I'll get a notebook next time and start writing these things down. 
Ex 2. I should probably ask where they're going or if they have any other classes today. 
Maybe if they're free we can hangout somewhere on campus and study together or 
maybe grab a coffee. If they say they're busy I hope it's not because I'm not interesting 
to them. 
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2. Second Person 
 
2a. (You).  In the self-talk statement, the participant refers to themselves only in second person, 
using “you” or “yours” as the pronouns to describe their thoughts. The second-person 
pronoun is the subject.  
Ex 1. You can do it. You can handle it. It's okay that you didn't do it in the past. 
Ex 2. You know what you're doing. 
Ex 3. You've come this far. You're moving closer to your goals. 
 
2b. Imperative in which the implied subject is “you”: An imperative sentence, such as 
commands or requests, has the form that the subject, the doer of the action, is implied rather than 
stated. “You” is the implied doer in such statements. If there is at least one imperative with the 
implied “You”, but no use of explicit second-person pronouns, the code is 2b. 
Ex 1. Get to work. 
Ex 2. Please tell him the truth. 
Ex 3. Be loving. 
 
2c. (You + Imperative in which the implied subject is “you”). In the self-talk statements, if 
the imperative in which the implied subject is “you” (described in 2b) is also accompanied by 
one or more explicit second-person pronouns, the code is 2c. [Note: The second-person pronouns 
in these cases may be either the object (Ex 1-3) or the subject (Ex. 4).] 
 
Ex 1. Get to work on your assignment. 
Ex 2. Please tell him what you really think. 
Ex 3. Be loving to yourself. 
Ex 4. You can do it, don’t give up. 
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3. Third Person  
 
These self-talk statements involve the participant referring to themselves in the third person, 
but without any first or second person pronouns. They may use any of the following third 
person pronouns: “he”, “she”, “him”, “her”, “their”, and “theirs”.  
Ex 1. She will go to the store, buy food, come home and study. Then she will focus, and she 
will do well on her exam. 
Ex 2. He failed his exam, but that’s okay because he will study and do better on the next one.  
Ex 3. He loves to pet dogs, which is why he goes to the park everyday to see if strangers will 
let him pet their dog.   
 
4. Mixed first and second person  
These self-talk statements involve both first-person and second-person pronouns. 
Specifically, the statement includes both of the following: (1) at least one use of first-person 
pronouns (e.g., “I” or “we”, etc.); and (2) at least one use of second-person pronouns (e.g., 
“you” or “your”). 
4a. (First Person and Second Person without imperative in which the implied subject is 
“you”). These statements do not include any imperatives, such as commands or requests. [Note: 
this is a combination of one or more instances of category 1 (a, b, c) and 2a.] 
 Ex 1. I think you can do this.  
Ex 2. If I cook my meals now for the week, then you won’t worry about cooking 
them later. 
Ex 3. We know that it wasn’t fair for me to cancel plans, you need to be more 
responsible. 
4b. (First Person and Second Person with imperative in which the implied subject is 
“you”). These statements include at least one such imperative (in which the implied subject is 
“you), such as a command or request. [Note: this is a combination of one or more instances of 
category 1 (a, b, c) and one or more instances of category 2 (b, c).] 
Ex 1: Excellent job! You did great and I know that your efforts paid off, keep up the good 
work.   
Ex 2: I understand that you feel down but get up and begin your workout! 
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5. No person identified  
 
In these self-talk statements, there is no use of any person pronoun or imperative in which 
the implied subject is “you”. None of the previous categories (1 through 4) and sub-
categories apply. [Note: The following examples are similar to 2b but they do not include an 
imperative.] 
Ex 1. The work needs to be done.  
Ex 2: The truth is always revealed.  
Ex 3: A person should be loving.  
 
Additional Column Codes: 
Opening Salutation: 
An opening salutation is defined as the first one or two words used as a formulaic beginning to 
the statement. Common examples are “Dear Susan” and “Hi Susan”.  
 
d1 = “Dear Name” or “Hi Name” (or any other word denoting “Hi”, like “Hey” or “Yo”) 
 
d2 = “Dear Me”  
Note: “Dear me” as an opening salutation does not count as an instance of first-person 
pronoun usage (e.g., the “1” codes).  
 
d3 = “Name” (Examples would be “Susan,” or “Susan” as the first word.) 
Note: “Name” as an opening salutation does not count as an instance of the “Other Uses 
of Own Name” code (see code description below). 
 
d0 = None of the above -- The self-talk statement does not begin with any of the foregoing 
salutations. (E.g., “Dammit Susan” and “Yay Susan” are not opening salutations and 
so would be coded as d0.) 
 
Other Uses of Own Name (other than the opening salutation): 
n1 = The self-talk statement includes the participant’s name (other than in the Opening 
Salutation).   
 
n0 = No use of the participant’s name (other than in the Opening Salutation).   
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General notes:  
❖ If there are pronouns such as “they”, “she/he”, “you” etc. that are being used only to 
describe another person, then these are not self-referent pronouns. View the self-talk 
statement as a whole and decide what category it should go into.  
❖ If you are unsure of your categorization for some reason, indicate why in the 
Comments/Notes section beside it.  
❖ There will be some cases in which the participant may refer to themselves in terms of 
slang, (e.g., you got this “girl”, way to go “man”). Disregard the slang term and code as 
if it was not there.  
❖ Everything in the self-talk statement should normally be considered self-talk. If the coder 
thinks a phrase is not self-talk, they need to make a note about what their rationale was. 
(Keep in mind that in their self-talk people could be referring to how they thought or felt 
at an earlier time. If you are unsure and cannot make a clear distinction, then just assume 
that it is self-talk.)  
❖ Phrases like “you know” and “I guess” may be better to exclude if the participant is 
responding aloud, but they are better included as self-talk if the participant is responding 
in writing. 
❖ Treat the “Opening Salutation” and “Other Uses of Own Name” columns separately from 
coding the self-talk statement. That is, the presence or absence of Opening Salutation or 
Other Uses of Own Name does not influence the pronoun coding of the self-talk 
statement.   
❖ When coding, make sure to code the “Opening Salutation” column first (and separately) 
from coding the next two columns. Ask yourself, “Does the segment start with an 
“Opening Salutation” (e.g., Dear Name, Dear me, Name)? Insert your code, then read the 
entire self-talk statement and assign the pronoun code in the second column. Then code 
the “Other Uses of Own Name” column.  
❖ For every 100 cases, conduct a check to ensure that there are no missing codes in any of 
the columns. You can a) select all the codes in a column and put a count variable every 
100 to rows to then check that the count is the number you expect, or b) select a starting 
box and use the down arrow on the keyboard to move down each row and cautiously 
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